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ABSTRACT 
Leisure Orientations and Outdoor Recreation 
Participation of Selected Occupations 
in Utah 
by 
S. Craig Campbell, Doctor of Philosophy 
utah State University , 1979 
Major Professor: Dr. Therel Black 
Dissertation Advisor: Dr. Gary Madsen 
Department: Sociology 
This study was concerned with the investigation of both the 
leisure orientation and the outdoor recreation participation of two samples 
of Utah residents. One sample consisted in part of Professional, Manager 
and Laborer nonfarm respondents. The other sample consisted of farm 
respondents , who were both full and part-time farmers . The part-time 
farm ers also held other full-time Professional, Manager and Laborer 
occupations. The author had three major objectives in this study: (1) to 
examine the leisure orientation of the responde nts from an occupational 
perspective ; (2) to examine the participation in outdoor recreation activi-
ties from an occupational perspective; a nd (3) to examine the enjoyment 
level of the outdoor recreation activity also from an occupational per-
spective. 
xii 
xiii 
Four hypotheses were fo rmed. These were: (1) nonfarm respon-
dents will be more leisure oriented than farm respondents; (2) nonfarm Pro-
fessionals will have high participation r ates in outdoor recreation activities; 
(3) nonfarm Managers will have high participation rates in outdoor recreation 
activities; and (4) nonfarm Laborers will have low participation rates in out-
door recreation activities . 
Leisure orientation was measured by a modified Burdge leisure 
orientation scale . The citations for validity and reliability of the scale are 
indicated in the study. The measures of outdoor recreation participation 
in various activities and the level of enjoyment of the activity are defined 
operationally. 
Two of the four hypotheses were supported by the data. The 
first hypothesis was supported that nonfarm respondents will be more leisure 
oriented than farm respondents. A mean score of 20 . 6 was found for the 
nonfarm r espondents and a mean score of 18. 6 was found for the farm respon-
dents . 
The second and third hypotheses were not supported by the data. 
That is , the nonfarm Professional and Manager were not found to have "high" 
participation rates in outdoor recreation activities as defined operationally. 
The fourth hypothesis was found to be s upported, with the nonfarm 
Laborers having "low" outdoor recreation participation rate s as defined 
operationally. 
(178 pages) 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study is to examine the leisure orientations and 
water-based outdoor recreation participation rates of two independent samples . 
One sample was composed of respondents who were full -time and part-time 
farmers (those who also worl< in another occupation). The second sample 
consisted of respondents who work in va r ious occupations other than farming. 
Leisure orientation is defined as the value that an individual holds toward 
leisure relative to work. Water-based outdoor recreation pa rticipation 
refers to a specific activity which takes place at or adjacent to reservoirs. 
Specifically, tllis study will focus on the occupational differences a mong the 
respondents sampled which will be examined with specific orientations toward 
leisure and actual water-based outdoor recreation participation rates at 
reservoirs of the Weber Basin Project, between North Salt Lake City and 
North Ogden, Utah (see Figure 1). 
The contribution of tlli s study is that it will go beyond previous 
r esearch effo tts by examining occupational breal<down of these two samples 
(one with a farming influence and one without), to id~ntify similarities as well 
as differences with respect to both leisure orientation and recreation parti~ipa­
tion rates of the respondents. Trends in these two areas may be identified 
witl1 respect to these occupational differences. 
2 
' 
' ~\ 
--, 
~ ,,-'"_,-,', ,... ~~~ ~Jlcv~~£ "/' -
"-, __ ,-- / 
I) 
\ 
L--[>, 
I ', 
/"- ( 
_____; \ 
, WAN5H IP POWCR PtAN7 
Figure 1. The Webe r Basin Project Area and Selected System Features . 
(Andrews, Madsen and Legaz 1974, p . ~) 
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Nature of the Problem 
The assessment of the work-leisure continuum with spill-over and 
compensatory recreation activities has been the object of intense and compre-
hensive research efforts for tl1e past several years. Examples include: 
Dubin (1956), Clark (1956), Riesman (1958), Orzack (1959), Wilensky (1960), 
Gerstl (1961), Berger (1962), Meyersohn (1969), Cunningham et al. (1970), 
Lindsay and Ogle (1972), Neulinger and Raps (1972), Dumazeclier (1974), 
Zuzanek (1974), and White (1975). 
Sociologically , the issue of various occupational uses of leisure time 
for recreation pursuits is a central concern with respect to incli vidual lifestyles 
and an ever changing quality of life . Historically, a subtle shift seems to have 
taken place witll respect to man's views of work, coupled with an increase in 
leisure time, often resulting in more varied and active leisure pursuits 
(Berger 1962) . 
These active pursuits are somewhat related to an individual's occu-
pation, education and income . The effects of education, income and even 
age have been well documented (see Crandall et al 1977) . However, the 
influences of an individual's occupation on leisure orientation and outdoor 
recreation are less known. 
Davis (194 9) has noted that the basic social ordering of Western 
society i s firmly es tablished in a religio- moral integration of individual 
pursuits of common ultimate interests and values (ends) which take place in a 
4 
social action framework, with the work ethic being one central integrating 
factor in maintaining social order. This has resulted from individual actors 
pursuing common-ultimate ends through a religio-moral value consensus of 
the importance and usefulness of work per se. 
llowever, more recently Berger (1962) has claimed that the work 
ethic has lost and continues to lose m uch of its essential moral content. Some 
of that loss is attributed to the alienating factors of the industrialization pro-
cess (Dubin 1956) and possibly by the reduction of the work week, resulting 
in increased leisure time . Berger also claimed that the moral orientation and 
reverence once attributed to work and the work ethic is shifting to leisure pur-
suits such as recreation activities. One reason for this shift is that the West-
er n social systems require cer tain lower clas s job performance in the work 
arena, but do not provide the necessary status with accompanying self-worth 
and self-esteem which could be associated with that job. An example of this 
would be the garbage collector, who serves a necessary performance and 
function in the social system, and possibly acquires adequate financial reward, 
but who does not receive high enough or adequate status because of the way 
society judges the nature of his work. Thus workers may turn to leisure and 
recreation as a means of obtaining enjoyment and self-worth that can result 
from the recreation experience. 
The pos sible preferences for a "leisure ethic" and outdoor recreati on 
activities are of interest sociologically. if the trend toward leisure is taking 
5 
taldng place as Berger notes, the understanding of which individuals are most 
active and oriented to these leis ure pursuits would prove useful to sociology 
and related disciplines. For example, if certain occupationa l subgroups are 
becorning more a ctive in leisure uses, or if the subgroup as a whole has 
similar interests and participation in outdoor recreation, trends and possible 
projections could be made. The most accessible and inter-related factors 
examined in the past have been occupation, education, income and age (Owens 
1970; White 1975 and Zelman 1976). 
Statement of the Problem 
Berger's (1962) identifica tion of a possible shifting base of society 
from a once highly valued work e thic to an increasingly valued leisure ethic 
does present highly relevant issues to be examined and studied by social 
scientis ts. Specifically, what are the social implications if individuals value 
leisure more than work? What implications will this have for individuals 
seeldng various occupational careers? 
Research bas clearly shown that uses of leisure time for outdoor 
recreation are becoming increasingly more important to Ameri can society 
(Outdoor Recreation Resource Review Commission Reports [hereafter referred 
to as ORRRC Reports] 1962) and that Utah residents pursue outdoor recreation 
more acti vely than most other areas of the U.S., on the average (Richardson 
and Perry 1966) . 
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This current research effort is to examine the preference for leisure 
or work, the water -based outdoor recreation activities pursued , as well as 
the enj oyment rating of s uch activities. This is to be done by using specific 
occupations as the focal point in examining the areas previously mentioned. 
The attempt will be to identify more clearly what occupational s ubgroups 
prefer leisure or work, as well as which groups r ecreate the most and in 
what activities. This understanding would then be useful to formulate possi-
ble trends and projections about specific occupations, with respect to leisure 
and r ecreation. 
Theoretical and empirical considerations of an individual 's occupation 
or work and non-work interests seems to be divided into two m ai n areas 
(Wilensl<y 1960) . One emphasis has been that work or occupation per se 
produce "spill-over" aspects into how individuals use time away from work. 
Specifically, the assumption is made that work i s the main influence in an 
individual's life and as such tends to spill- over or carry over into the non-
work le i sure pursuits or activities. Thus if the work experience involves 
reading and research for a college professor for example, leisure time pur -
suits may also be centered on reading etc. Or if the occupation and work 
experience involves the use of mechanical equipment for example , leisure 
time pursuits may involve the use of sports equipment etc. 
On the other hand, the other consideration of work and non-work 
aspects is that individuals tend to "compensate" and seek self-fulfillment 
not fow1d in work by pursuing more fulfilling non-work activities. They 
attempt to find gratification and a pleasant experience outside or away from 
work because of the possible alienating factors sometimes associated with 
work and the occupational structure. 
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Therefore, the pursuit of leisure and outdoor recreation activities 
may provide satisfactions to participants which are 1) a conti nuation of the 
work experience, or 2) provide satisfactions which are not found in the process 
of work , or a t least may be more satisfying to participants than work per se. 
Because of these two overriding theoretica l considerations, specific 
research is needed to help clarify this is sue. The intent of this s tudy is to 
make a contribution to thi s area . This is to be accomplished by examining 
specific occupations as possible subgroup areas, with respect to leisure 
urientaLlon and recreation participation. 
Therefore, this study has two major objectives: 
1. To examine the leisure orientation of three subgroups: 
Professional, Manager and Laborer respondents. This 
emphasis will focus on the work or leisure preferences 
for these individuals. Both the nonfarm and farm samples 
will be examined. This may help differentiate possible 
differences due to factors closely associated to this occu-
pational breakdown. 
2. To compare the participation rates and levels of enjoyment 
in water-based outdoor recreation activities among the three 
subgroups within the farm and nonfarm samples . These are 
both quantitative and qualative measures made of the Profes-
sional , Manager and Laborer respondents. This determina-
tion wi ll a lso attempt to sort out the nonfarm and farm 
influences. 
Organization of the Study 
This study wi ll examine data collected by Andrews, Madsen and 
Legaz (1974) consis ting of two sample s of household heads: a nonfarmer 
sample and a farmer and part-time farm er sample. The nonfarmers wer e 
all urban or s ubur ban r es idents . The part-time and full-time farmers 
r esided in both urban as well as rural areas . 
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The nonfarm sample consisted of a r a ndom area probability sample 
of 250 household heads taken fr om the 1970 Ogden, Utah Urbanized Area of 
the U.S . Cens us from Weber and Davis Counties, including Farmington, 
Utah in North Davis County. This entire area contained appr oximately 
43 , 000 households. 
The farm sample consisted of a simple random sampling of 128 
households who operated farm land identified from lists provided by the 
Agricultura l Stabilization and Conservation Service , U. S.D. A. for both 
Weber and Davis Counties . Approximately 2000 farm land operators , both 
full and part-time, were included in the list . 
This study will examine the occupation of the household heads to 
determine corresponding leisure orientations and water -based outdoor 
r ecreation pa rticipation rates at various reservoirs of the Weber Basin 
P r oject , situated between North Salt Lake City and North Ogden, Utah. 
The rela tionships among occupation, leisure orientations, and 
water-based outdoor recreation participation will be investigated from 
various perspectives . For example: 
1. ls there a meaningful association between occupational charac-
teristics and leisure orientation? 
2. Is there a meaningful association between occupational charac-
teris tics and water-based outdoor r ecreation participation 
rates? 
3 . What is the relationship between leisure orientations (values) 
and water-based outdoor recreation participation rates 
(behavior)? 
4. Do nonfarm households differ significantly from farmers in 
their leisure orientations and recreation participation rates? 
5. How important is leisure and selected recreation a ctivities in 
the lives of Utah residents sampled? 
The Importance of the Study 
9 
The study of the relationships between occupation, leisure orienta-
tions and water-based outdoor recreation participation is of significant 
importance toward understandi ng the impacts of occupations on lifestyles. 
10 
That is, do distinct occupational subgroups, such as professional, 
manager , etc. , recreate differently? Do they have similar or differing 
viewpoints when it com es to leisure uses? In addition, does a farm influence 
have any discernable impact in these areas? This study will attempt to give 
additional light and answers to these questions . 
It would also be both useful and important theoretically to know if 
occupational subgroups have similar or differing activity rates in various 
outdoor recreation pursuits, as well as determine what enj oyments in these 
activities are associated with which occupational subgroups. 
Richardson and P eery's (1 966) study of the demand for outdoor 
recreation in Utah noted that Utah residents have higher outdoor recreation 
participation r a tes on the average than in most other areas of the U. S. 
Ri chardson and Peery (1966) also noted the importance of determining 
various predi ctive factors of preferences for recreation: 
In order to convert present- day recreation habits and attitudes 
into a vehicle by which future needs may be determined , a 
second s tep is necessary--to identify the factors whi ch govern 
or determine present-day recreation habits or attitudes . 
Identifi cation of the determinants of present demand then 
makes it poss ible t o project trends of s ignificant factors and 
to begin to forecast the nature of outdoor recreational demand 
for future years ). (p. xiii) 
This current study would then be of practical importance to help 
unders tand which occupational subgroups have a higher value and use of out-
door recreation. The rela tionships of occupation and values toward leisure 
are somewhat lacking in current research (ORRRC 1962; Ownes 1970; White 
1975). 
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In addition, and important theoretically, this particular study will 
focus on leisure orientation, outdoor recreation participation and occupation, 
not primarily leisure per se (a more abstract concept) and occupation. That 
is, most previous studies have dealt with a complex and often undefined set 
of variables labeled leisure preferences, leisure uses etc., and occupation. 
Thls particular effort then will focus on not only specific occupa-
tional subgroups, such as Professional, Manager and Laborer, but will a lso 
cons ider the impact of related full or part-time farm influences. Thus not ·· 
only will specific occupations be identified, but a lso qualitative and quantita-
ti ve measures will be examined with reference to specific water-based out-
door recreation participation and leisure orientation. 
This may therefore lead to di s cernable theoretical insights with 
respect to occupations, significantly going beyond existing occupation-
leisure theory and resear ch. For example , do occupational s ubgroups 
differ or share similar views of use of leisure time? Also do these occu-
pational s ubgroups recreate the same or do meaningfully significant differ-
ences exist? 
Thus possible trends, projections and limited genera li zations may 
be forthcoming whlch would prove both useful and hlghly interesting to cur-
rent researchers and theorists . 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
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The literature relating to tllis study was reviewed in two main steps. 
First, general theorizing efforts in Leisure and Recreation Behavior were 
reviewed , including research efforts relating to these overall areas. 
Secondly, a review of literature concerning specific research in 
the areas of Occupation and related influences was made with respect to 
leisure and recreation activity. 
The concept of Leisure has been the object of hundreds of articles 
and research effor ts (Crandall et a l. 1977) over the past few years. It has 
often overlapped into research of outdoor recreation, considering the pur-
poses, principles and uses of leisure . The leisure continuum ranges from 
views of leisure as being the "essence" of life to a more recent consideration 
of leisure as being an essential non-work component that is often expressed 
through outdoor recreation (Clawson and Knets ch 1966). 
Hosts of studies have attempted to as sess the general concept of 
leisure (Larrabee and Meyersohn 1958, I-lavinghurst· and Feigenbaum 1959, 
Kaplan 1960, Kleemeir 1961, Wilensky 1961, de Grazia 1962, Berger 1962, 
Charlesworth 1964, Green 1964, Meyersohn 1969, Parker 1971, Dumazeclier 
1974, Cheek and Burch 1976, and Martin 1975), as well as determine specific 
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measurable orientations toward le isure (Burdge 1961a, Ne ulinger a nd Breit 
1969 , Hendee 1071, and Neulinger and Raps 1972). 
Of several considerations on this his torical development of leis ure, 
de Grazia's (1962) work is cons ide red by this author to be the mos t indepth 
and complete. His approach to the study of le i s ure reviewed the emphasis 
of Gr eek culture with lei sure being the essence and object of life , and traces 
these influences through the Rom an civilization and later into the Christian 
era. He a lso noted the role and impact of work historically, concluding his 
effort of showing the work-le isure relationship to be vital, with the work 
ethic taking the predominant pos iti on, and leisure following . 
Leisure, given its proper politi cal setting, benefits , gladdens, 
a nd beautifi es the lives of all. It lifts up all heads from prac-
tical workday life to look at the whole high world with refreshed 
wonder. The urge to celebr a te is the re. (de Grazia 1962, 
p. 435) 
Approximately the same time, Berger (196 2) provided equally classi -
cal insights with respect to l eisure, taking a more sociological perspective . 
He noted a need exists to confront and unders tand the "problem of lei s ure, " 
to be aware of the implications of the dispos ition of free time. 
Berger examined the notions of 1. free time, 2. classical views of 
leisure and 3 . Protestant views of the work ethic. His main conclusion 
and contr ibution to the understanding of leisure was' that the concept of 
leisure must be a normative one, tied to particula r cultures and traditions. 
"The meanings of work and leisure are unextri cably related both to each 
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other and to the cultural norms which define their mora l place in a social 
order." (Berger 1962, p. 35) 
Summarizing the hi s torical deve lopment of le isure, Berger drew a 
conclus ion that we are all in principle, compromised Greek citizens , who 
carry the bw·den of compromised Protestant ethics, that is seeing lei sure as 
a value per se, while attempting to adapt to :3. normative work ethic . 
Leisure refers to those actions whose normative context 
renders them most important to us, those things that we 
want to do for their own sake or those things that we feel 
ethically constrained to do. (Berger 1962, p. 38) 
Berger noted that the work ethic has lost much of its moral content 
however, with individuals looking to leisure as a social replacement. That 
is, looldng away from work, occupations and careers to another moral 
involvement as members of society. 
He noted this shift has occurred be cause of existing inconsistencies 
between what our social system requires in the various forms of work, 
occupations , etc., and what our social value systems prescribe. Our 
socie ty needs various occupations, but doesn't often provide the necessary 
accompanying s tatus. Thus the moral context of work is fading, with 
leisure gaining a more valued position in society, according to Berger (1962). 
As work loses its power to command the moral identifications 
and loyalites of men, as men look away from work to find 
moral experience, society loses an important source of norma-
tive integration. (p. 44) 
More recently, Clawson (1964, p. 1) examined the future impacts 
and trends of leisure, defining leisure as "all time beyond the existence and 
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subsistence time ." In order to exist , man must s leep, ingest food, and have 
some time for personal hygiene . To subsist, man must work at a job or 
jobs in order to obtain incom e, in most cases. This definition places leisure 
time as discretionary time, employing an element of "choice," and primarily 
an opportunity of self-expression. 
He saw trends for the future of leisure involving the total numbers 
of people in the nation, their age , and their pos ition in the life cycle . Impacts 
were assumed to depend on the length of the average work week, the size and 
timing of the pieces of leisure, such as increased leisure an on annual basis. 
Clawson (1964) concluded that in the future, the limitations of the time factor 
may have a greater bearing than the amount of income individuals have for 
le isure . 
A somewhat contrasting view was expressed by Riesman (1958) who 
felt that the onrush of leisure for many people was a form of technological 
unemployment. This was due, he felt from a societal creation of new wants 
which move faster than an individual's ability to order and assimulate these 
wants. Riesman suggested that individuals can take only so much leisure , 
somewhat to the same extent that there are limits to so much work . 
This observation was followed up by Weiss and Riesman (1961) who 
observed that technological and organizational development has brought lei-
sure within the reach of most i ndividuals, but that these individuals have 
different rhythms or personal reasons for work and non-work which they 
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should learn early in life and to which they should seek to adapt their 
careers . 
The need for differing emphasis in leisure research, or cons idera-
tion of problems associated with leisure studies has been documented in the 
liter atur e . 
Cheek (1971) reviewed three theoretical orientations of leisure 
research and s ummarized these studies into three groupings: (1) studies 
attempting to describe how certain leisure activities are associated with 
individual occupa tions, (2) studies indicating that individuals seek activities 
in their leisure time which are congruent with other aspects of their lives , 
and (3) studies proposing that leisure and play are necessary conditions for 
the physical, mental and social well-being of the individual. Check pointed 
out that all U1ese orientations hold to the view of leisure being that time 
which remains after work is completed. Cheek preferred to view a "work" 
and "non-work" comparison, and suggested future r esearch consider the 
" non -work" component somewhat independent of the "work" component. 
A de tailed examination of the "non-work" aspect initially identified 
by Cheek was later made by Cheek and Burch (1976). Their comprehensive 
review of the social aspects of l ei s ure led them to conclude that an "institution 
of le isure" ex i sts . This "institution of leisure " is firmly established in 
American society , according to Cheek and Burch, and should be evaluated 
with play and recreation. Over all , they concluded that the concept of leisure 
has defi nite integrative functions, as earlier identified by Berger (1 962), 
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Somewhat related conclusions were made by Dando and Summer s 
(19 71) who noted three problem areas r elated to leisure study : (1) a failure 
to clearly isolate the relationship bet ween work and non- work from effects 
of other confow1ding variables, (2) widespread failure to distinguish between 
"meanings " of work and non-work and "form s" of work and non- worl<, and 
(3) conditions Wlder which the spillover and compensatory hypotheses take 
place ha ve not been specified ; thus steps should be taken in each of these 
areas to solve these problem s . 
Additional shortcomings in leisure research were noted by Hendee 
(1971). He obse r ved that sociology should fulfill or contribute more than it 
has to the understanding and solution of leis ure problems. Hendee felt that 
research i s needed to identify various individual behavioral relationships as 
we ll as more accurate predictive techniques of leisure behavior . 
Other considerations of uses of lei s ure and trends in the industrial 
socie ties has been undertaken by Zuzanek (1974), who made an important 
distinction between work and free time . This distinction consis ts of the 
amount of l eisure at the disposal of society and the i ndividual, depending on 
the length of work and the distribution of free time between leisure and other 
non-wor k obligations. Thus, he pointed out that not all non-work is automati-
cally leisure. His own observation of leisure s tudies lead him to the follow-
ing conclus ions : 1. There is a growing value centered on bWlched forms of 
leisure, s uch as weekends or vacations . 2. Less physically demanding non-
work obligations seem to be the norm , possibly a llowing for increased leis ure . 
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3 . The distinction between work and leisure is not as simple as often 
assumed, but composed of several factors. 4 . A socio-cultural base is 
necessary to ful ly comprehend the structure of activities and attached mean-
ings. 5 . Consideration of changing value orientations, governmental, social 
and financial policies and changing socio-occupational structures are neces-
sary to avoid the unilinear determinisms of some economic leis ure studies. 
He also examined two areas which he felt were fundamental problems 
related to leisure research, the distribution of non-working time between 
maintenance time and leisure , and the relationship between income and lei-
sure . His general observations were that attempts to study the proble m of 
lei sure and various futur e trends cannot be reduced to quantitative analyses, 
but he felt tha t le isure is composed of an economically and culturally patterned 
"leisur e or life s tyle. " Thus, a number of factors should be exami ned, such 
as the amount of leisure, its structure and the access to and use of recrea-
tional, cultural a nd consumptional facilities. 
Leisure research has a lso been directed toward attitudinal and social 
psychological variables by such authors as Neulinger and Breit (1969), Shafer 
(1976), Spreitzer and Snyder (1974) and Martin (1975). Their basic efforts 
have been to assess, consider, evaluate and explain the subjective human 
element of the various preceptions of leisure and related uses. This overall 
effort has identified that even though leisure and recreation activities take 
place in physical settings, it i s not so much the nature of the physical elements 
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that are important, bllt rather the qllality of the expe riences that individuals 
perceive when using leisure time in some form of recreati on. 
For example , Neulinger and Breit (1969) examined the attitudinal 
component of leisure and recommended that existing attitudinal measures of 
leisure also take into account what individuals might want to do with leisure 
time and how they like what they are doing. They also noted that the con-
siderations of what leisure means to dofferent people, and the time and money 
spent as we ll as the accompanying satisfaction, should be taken into account 
in any leisure research efforts. 
One attempt to assess such considerations of what leisure means to 
different people was made by Burdge (196la). lie devised an eleven item 
l e isure orientation scale, designed to measure an individual' s work or leisure 
preference/orientation. His initial study concluded that farmers, as a group, 
were les s lcistu·e oriented than non-farmers . A more thorough discussion 
of Burdge's scale will be considered in detail in Chapter III 
Summary of Leisure Studies 
The preceding review of literature has shown the vagueness and 
abstractness often associated with the concept of leisure in the past. While 
various historical trends and analyses have been reviewed, specific quanti-
fiable or measurable aspects of leisure have been both few and diffi cult. Thus, 
sever al authors reviewed have noted weaknesses in past research, as well as 
emphases needed in future research. 
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This current research effor t has attempted to use certain sugges-
tions given in the literature. Various researche r s point to the necessity 
of more specific assessments of the concept of leisure . This has been done 
in part by use of the Burdge scale. This assessment made up only one phase 
of this current research however . The bulk of the study examined not just 
the respondents' leisure orienta tions, but also water -based outdoor recrea -
tion activities . The orientations (values) and activities (behavior) were then 
r e lated to specifi c occupations. The review of recreation 1vill be given next , 
followed by detailed cons iderations of occupational research. 
Recreation 
This section deals with the concept of recr eation, and i s more 
specifically related to how individuals use part of their lei sure time . The 
previous section on leisure was concerned with general orientations con-
cerning what lei s ure has been historically and areas of needed research . 
This section is therefore ne cessary to review what is done with a por tion of 
the leisure time, recreation. 
A comprehensive revie w of the socio-economic consideration of 
recreation has been given by Clawson and Knetsch (1966). This re view made 
the needed disti nction between leisure and recreation: 
Leis ure and recreation are highly corre lated, but they ar e 
not th e same. Leisure is time of a special kind; recreation 
is activity (or inactivity) of s pecia l kinds . Recreation takes 
place during leisure; but not all le isure is given over to 
recreation. (p. 12) 
21 
Of parti cular interest was the explanation of outdoor recreation as 
only a por tion of total l eisure time . Total leisure time depends on a number 
of factors, such as life expectancy, labor for ce parti cipation, l ength of a 
typical work week, reliance of part-time and second jobs, and vacation time. 
Recreation then i s a portion of thi s total leisure block. 
Because of these societal work constraints , le isure time a nd recrea-
tion itself , occur mainly 3 - 6 hours daily, on weekends, on annual vacations 
and finally upon retirement, according to Clawson and Knetsch (1966). 
Their overall views on r ecreation can be summarized in the following 
manner. The individual has a choice in uses of leis ure and consequently can 
a lso choose re cr eation acti vity . Most individuals can choose r ecreation 
activity within the range of various opportunities both physically and economi-
cally avai lable to them, with these choices somewhat conditioned by the social 
environment and knowledge of opportunities. Those with low incomes find 
activities that require s ubstanti al outlays of cash practically unavailable to 
them. In addi tion, Clawson and Knetsch noted , recreation choices are heavily 
influenced by both age and sex, with youth having different interests in recrea-
tion than the e lde rly . Certa in physical dem ands and stresses of recreation 
activity engaged by the young m ay be more than the e lderly can or may want 
to under take. 
An overview of the purpose of r ecreation for Americans were given 
by Danford (1953) who traced the importance of values in recreation, examining 
the implications and influences of values specifically in r ecreation planning. 
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After considering the fundamentals of value formations, he noted 
that the system of recreation values should take into consideration both the 
na ture of the individual, the needs of human beings in a modern industrial 
ci viiization , and democratic principles. He inferred that values in recreation 
in America have their origin in the nature and meaning of democracy. 
He went on to identify certain human needs that are r elated to and 
founded in the American value system , with the emphasis being that recrea-
tion helps to fulfill these needs. The first need was for individual fulfillment, 
and secondly the need for activity. He also noted that the needs of recognition, 
status, self-direction, need for group acceptance and new and interesting 
experiences were essentia l. 
Similar to Berger's (1962) views on the place of leisure in society, 
Danford (1953) found recreation fulfi lling a societal need: 
Recreation is not by any means an antidote for all the ills 
of a mechanized civilization. Nevertheless, many of the 
satisfactions which give meaning, and richness, and signifi-
cance to life, unfortunately for most of us, are not to be 
found in our work. (p. 109) 
Danford (1953 , p. 120) went on to define recreation " ••• as a field 
of activities, freely chosen, possessing potentialities for the enrichment of 
life through the satisfaction of certain basic individual needs and the develop-
ment of democratic human relations . " 
Danford (1953 , p. 96) maintained that it is in the leisure of people 
which provides the opportunity for man to "re-create himself, to escape , at 
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leas t temporarily, from the suffocating weight of things and responsibilities" 
to satisfy certain fundamenta l needs. 
Green (1964) also formulated similar conclusions concerning man's 
basic needs to recreate, but noted historically that the American perspective 
towar d nature bas been somewhat of a "conswners" approach, that of having to 
"use" nature through recreation to fulfi ll both humanistic needs and cultural 
influences . He foresaw and predicted trends toward an increasing demand 
for recreation, noting "Between 1900 and the year 2000, population should 
double in size , 'demand for recreation' should triple ... " (p. 34). With this 
population increase and probable urban growth, Green foresaw changes in 
both recreation activity as well as the outlook of Americans with respect to 
recreation. 
A related study of leisure and recr eation was made by Seesoms and 
Oakly (1969), who assessed the emphasis a nd growth of both leisure and 
recreation interests. They noted some 50 billion dollars is spent annually 
on recreation and leisure pursuits, second to the pursuit of security and 
national defense . They a lso concluded that recreation choices are conditioned 
by life style concepts as well as being a product of past experiences. 
In all probability, one of the most indepth and comprehensive assess-
ments of outdoor recreation was undertaken by the Outdoor Recreation 
Resource Review Commission (1962) which was a coordinated study of Ameri-
can outdoor r ecreation resources, including various curre nt measures and 
demands for 1976 and the year 2000. Also included were r ecomme ndations 
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for needed actions to help insure quality recreation in America. The final 
research effort r esulted in an overall summary report entitled Outdoor 
Recreation for Ameri ca plus some 27 ORRRC Study Reports, covering most 
aspects, trends , problems and s urveys of recreation in America . 
The 1962 s ummary report Outdoor Recreation for America had three 
principle objectives (1962, p. 2): 
1. To determine the outdoor recreation wants and needs of 
the American pe ople now and what they will be in the 
years 1976 and 2000. 
2 . To determine the recreation resources of the Nation 
availab le to satisfy those needs now and in the years 
1976 and 2000. 
3. To determine what policies and programs should be 
r ecommend to ens ure that the needs of the present 
and the future are adequately and effi ciently met . 
The general findings of the various s tudies connected with the overall 
research effort were (1962, pp. 3-5): 
1) The simple acti vities are the most popular. 
2) Outdoor opportunities are m os t urgently needed near 
metropolitan areas . 
3) Across the country, considerable land is now available 
for outdoor recreation, but it does not effectively meet 
the need. 
4) Money is needed. 
5) Outdoor recreation is often compatible· with other resource 
uses . 
6) Water is a focal point of outdoor recreation. 
7) Outdoor recreation brings about economic benefits. 
8) Outdoor recreation is a major leisure time activity and 
it is growing in importance. 
9) More needs to be known about the values of outdoor recrea-
tion. 
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The study noted there was an increasing demand for outdoor recrea-
tion which accompanied a growing population base. This was coupled with 
more leisure time available for recreation. In addition, coupled with a 
demand for outdoor recreation was a demand for greater variety. This variety, 
the report noted, reflects the values which many Americans seek from outdoor 
r ecreation. These values include sociability, solitude, serenity of the forest, 
as well as the excitement of physical activity of the water. 
Summary of Recreation Behavior 
The preceding section has been to this point a partial overview and 
review of the concept of recreation. The more detailed review of studies 
and research r elated to specific occupations and outdoor recreation will follow 
this section . It seemed reasonable to provide a basic review showing the 
distinction between leisure and r ecreation. The former was found to be a 
time of a special kind, while the latter was found to be a specific activity 
which takes place during leisure . ln addition, the national trend seemed to 
project an increasing importance of and demand for water related outdoor 
recreation activities . 
With this basic background and distinction made, the review of 
literature shifts to the core concern of this s tudy. That is, the relationship 
between specific occupations , leisure orientations and pursuits of water-
based outd oor recreation. 
Occupation and Related Influences 
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Current r esearch efforts which ha ve considered the predictors and 
influences for preferences toward outdoor recreation pursuits have extensively 
examined the characteristics of education, age and income. Less conclusive 
efforts have been attempted with respect to occupation and recreation. 
It 1s not the intent of this study to replicate studies concerned with 
the characteristics of education, age and income, but they wi ll be briefly 
s tated because of their correlation with an indiv1dual's occupation. Following 
t he brief considerations of these areas, a more indepth exfiminfition will be 
made of the relationship between work and occupations as these relate to 
leisure and recreation pursuits. 
Education 
The impor tance of education as it is related to outdoor recreation 
participation rates has been the object of many studies. The findings of the 
majority indicate that outdoor recreation participants generally have more 
education than non-participants (ORRRC Report 19&2 , Owens 1970, Burdge 
1973, White 1975, and Zelman 1976), and that generally, participation in-
creases as education increases. Although the interrelationships of occupa-
tion, income and education are difficult to sort out, education is seen 
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somewhat as a n inte r vening influence, often making participants more aware 
of recreation opportunities, as well as providing contacts with individuals 
who a r e themselves active participants. "Education tends to broaden one's 
perspective and the income from be tter paying jobs allows opportunity to 
explore a variety of leisure puxsuits. " (Burdge 1969, p. 73) 
One s tudy which examined the relationships of education to r ecreation 
was that conducted by Richardson and Peery (1966). They examined education 
and participation in outdoor recreation in Utah, finding that people having less 
than 12 years of schooling showed less proportionate parti cipation in various 
r ecreation ac tivities except camping, while people with college degrees 
showed higher than proportionate rates of participation in all r e creation activi-
ties except fishing and hunting. 
Lindsay and Ogle's (1972) study of socio-economic patterns of out-
door recr eation at Pineview Reservoir, one of the reservoirs included in 
thi s s tudy, found differences in the education and participation rates of users . 
and non-users, but interestingly enough , users at Pineview had less r ather 
than more education than non-users. This finding was attributed to the easy 
access to the reservoir by any educational level . Therefore, the element of 
distance to a reservoir might also be a contingency when overall activity is 
considered. 
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The several studies examining SES factors and outdoor recreation 
pa rticipation rates note that age is an important determinant and predictor 
of participation (White 1975, Lindsay and Ogle 1975, Burdge 1973, ORRRC 
Reports 1962, Owens 1970). 
The importance of age on outdoor recreation participation is clearly 
stated by Richardson and Peery (1966, p. 23): 
If you really want to enjoy recreation, do not delay. Do it 
while you are young . This is the message that this survey 
reveals when an analysis is made of participation and age . 
It is foolish to expect that you can work hard when you are 
young, save your money, retire then enjoy outdoor recrea-
tion . By the time you reach 65 energy has become so 
depleted that the average person has a lmost stopped all 
strenuous outdoor recreation activity. 
Income 
Studies by Hendee (1969), ORRRC Report (1962), and Owens (1970), 
concluded that income is a major determining factor of outdoor recreation 
participation rates, and that generally those in higher paying occupations and 
those with higher income participate more. White (1975) concluded that both 
education and income were major determinants of participation, but income 
seemed to be the deciding factor in terms of recreation pursuits . 
Richardson and Peery (1966) noted that Utah residents with low in-
come levels had less participation in outdoor recreation than those with higher 
incomes, and lhat lhe middle income group participated more actively than 
lhe low or high income groups . 
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However, it appears that distance is also a contingent factor, when 
considering income . Lindsay and Ogle's (1972) study of the socio-economic 
patterns of outdoor recreation users of Pineview Reservoir in Weber County 
found no significant difference in income levels between users and non-users. 
They concluded however , that the lack of difference was due to the easy 
access to Pineview Reservoir by all income levels, as the reservoir is located 
only 10 miles from downtown Ogden, Utah. 
Occupation 
The main interest of this study was to examine three major areas. 
The first Lwo general areas were leisure and recreation which were previously 
reviewed . The third area concerned occupation as it related to the other two 
areas . 
This section of the literature review then attempted to bring these 
three areas together. General implications and theoretical works related to 
occupation in general were r eviewed. This was followed by more specific 
research concerning specific occupations as they related to leisure and out-
door recreation activities. 
One basis for occupational considerations and relationships to lei-
sure tim e uses stems from comprehensive works and theoretical considera-
tions of Wilensky (1961) and Gerstl (1961). 
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These works provide a framework for this current research effort. 
That is, what are the relationships and contributions of work and leisure? 
Does occupation, with accompanying time obligations and income have 
discernable relationships to eli sure pursuits? 
Wilensky (1961, pp . 33-37) reviewed histocial trends in the amount 
of time spent in work, and identified that the process of work over several 
centuries to indicate that the time at work increased for some years before 
it decreased, and more recent increases in leisure time has not been equally 
distributed among occupational groups . In addition, even though men now 
enter the work force at a young age, and retire at an older age than in the 
past, Wilensky fe lt that they work more years over their life cycle than they 
did in 1900. 
Wilensky's view was that the various gains of increases in leisure 
time due to economic growth have been exaggerated, with the skilled urban 
worker having received only minimal gains in terms of actual leisure, with 
those in the upper classes gaining even less. Even though their work-
lives are shorter and vacations longer , these men work many steady hours 
week after week--sometimes reaching a truly s tartling total." (Wilensky 
1961 , p. 55) 
The composite group of leisure class today-, maintained Wilensky, 
was not really a class at all, cut a collection of occupational groups with ac-
companying age categories who had 1) motl vation and opportunity to choose 
leisure over i ncome or 2) who were marginal to the economy and therefore 
forced into leisure . 
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The first group was comprised of a growing number of middle class 
individuals, such as the college educated engineer and those of the upper 
working class. The second group consisted of those individuals associated 
with low income and low status jobs . In addition, this group was comprised 
of a high percentage of individuals who were unemployed and those who were 
forced into retirement, thus suggesting that these men actually had more 
leisure time, but possibly wanted more work. 
In summary , Wilensky noted that the amount of work continues to 
dominate the work-leisure continuum . That is , the whole process and nature 
of working, along with the structure of the job highly contribute to differing 
choices of leisure time uses . He felt that the nature of some occupations 
necessitated long hours, while other occupations were held by men and women 
who actually chose long hours. Thus, the nature of these occupations, in 
te rms of actual leisure, could possibly dicta te the time available for recrea-
tion pursuits . 
It is precisely on thi s conclusion that this current study will attempt 
to shed some additional light. That is, to examine differing occupational 
classifications a nd time spent in actual outdoor recr-eation activi ties and 
preferred leisure interests. 
Gerstl (1961) focused on the occupational milieu itself, which he felt 
was one of the most crucial variables in considering the relationship of work 
and leis ure . To him, the overall s tructure of the work situation seemed to 
be the overriding factor which provided the fra mework for other activiti es, 
wiU1 possible spill-over tendencies or even fusion of work with leisure. 
In addition, the nature of occupations was viewed by Gerst! (1961) 
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to be more discipli-ned, structured and organized than it had been previously. 
Thus leisure would possibly come in more bunched packages, due possibly to 
both worke r and employer preference and necessity. 
He a lso noted tha t to contrast or compare a skilled worker's patterns 
of le i sure with those of professional people will not explain the differences or 
similarities of leisure between the two groups. Rather he wanted to examine 
the workers' occupational milieu itself. To accomplish this comparison, 
Gerstl compared occupations at the same prestige level which have differing 
work s ituations . He compared three occupations which were related in terms 
of status and prestige; the dentist, the adman and the professor . 
Ger st! (1961) compared 25 individuals from each group, each 
approximately age 40. He examined the nature of the work pe rformed, the 
setting of the work situation, and the norms de rived from occupational refer-
ence groups. He then compared these factors with non-occupationa l behavior 
or leisure. He noted that: "The consequences of the structure of the work 
s ituation are seen most directly in the extent to which hours of work provide 
the framework for other activities •.. " (p . 67). 
Among Gerstl ' s findings were the following. The nature of the work 
of the dentist, adman and professor seemed to dictate whether or not they 
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could tal<e work from their office home in the evenings or while on vacation. 
The college professor was able to do so, as well as the adman, but the nature 
of U1e dentist's occupation did not allow for such an opportunity. 
lie found that the long hours required for the professor's occupation 
necessitated less time for home life and less leisure activities. 
On the other hand, the adman's business routine allowed for recrea-
tional activity during the clay, as an integral part of the job. This was a 
lu.,mry that the dentist probably did not have. His work dictated it be clone 
in the office. 
ln addition , the specialization of skills associated with a particular 
occupation were seen to carry over into leisure areas. The dentist was found 
to be engaged in hobbies that required the use of his hands, just as his work 
did. The adman would involve himself with painting and writing, similar to 
his occupational functions . The professor was found to spend what limited 
leisure time he had in intellectual pursuits such as reading for pleasure . The 
adman was a lso found to use leisure to blow off s team , by golfing for example. 
The dentist, however, would pursue lei sure by relaxing and taking things 
easy. 
Somewhat earlier but related research on work and life-styles was 
conducted by Dubin (1956) and Orzack (1959) . 
Dubin's (1956) effort was an attempt to consider to what degree the 
"work ethic" and work experience per se wer e of a "central life interest" to 
industrial workers. He also examined the role and importance of primary 
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social relations of industrial workers on the job, including an assessment to 
dcterminf' if workers personally identified themselves with the organization 
for which they worked . 
Assessment of these factors was made through questionnaires of 491 
workers and from 120 sample interviews of employees of three industrial 
plants. 
Dubin (1956, p . 134) defined the "central life interest" as "the ex-
pressed preference for a given locale or situation in carrying out an activity . " 
He fowlCl approximately three out of four did not find work as a central life 
interest. In addition , 9% preferred social relations in the job while 91% 
preferred the family, the commLmity or friends for primary social relations. 
However, some 61% iliLI identify wiU1 their company as a form of organizational 
attachment to which they felt personally involved. 
Thus Dubin's conclusion that work may not be the central life interest 
of workers would seem to be reflected in Berger's (1962) comments on leisure, 
that work has lost its moral content, and individuals possibly turn to leisure 
and other activities in order to find a more salisying component of the social 
structure . 
Orzack (1959) attempted a replication of Dubin's work, but looked at 
the central life interests of professional nurses rather than the industrial 
workers. He hypothesized that the professiona l nurse would identify with and 
value work as a life interest. His comparison seems weakened by the fa ct 
that he s'u11pled 150 professiona l female nurses which was a narrowly defined 
sample. However, he did find that 80% of the professional nurses did find 
work and the work place as a central life interest. 
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It is at this point tl1at the review of literature will focus on more 
s pecific occupational studies, especially as they relate to outdoor recreation 
:.tcli vi ties. In addition, the foregoing research seems somewhat lacking in 
suffic ient studies r e lated specifically to occupation and outdoor recreation, 
which is an activity involving some use of leisure time. Therefore more and 
continuing research seems justified to help illuminate thi s area . 
One study related to tl1is emphasis was conducted by Burdge (1969) 
who reviewed occupational prestige and corresponding leisur e activities. He 
noted that those individuals of l1igh income, younger age category, with high 
education levels, having positions with paid vacations, have been generally 
fotmd to be the most active in structured leisure activities. 
Burdge employed the North-Hatt Occupational Prestige Scale of 
com· classes: 
I. Professional and high level management 
II. White colar worker 
III. Skilled worker 
IV. Unskilled worker 
He found persons in the high occupational prestige levels were the 
most active in a ll major types of s tructured leisure, and individuals in the 
highest prestige class wer e found to participate in the greatest variety of 
leisure activities . 
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Burdge stressed that the concept of various forms of leisure or free 
time activity being associated with specific social classes needs to be re-
examined. Those in middle to upper clas s positions seemed to have adequate 
i ncome, which has opened Ltp a much wider variety of recreational and leisure 
opportunities. The accompanying education tended to broaden one 's perspe c-
ti ve , and better paying jobs provided m ore income with which the individual 
could explore more leisure pursuits. Individuals of a lower occupational 
groupings tended to have more limited income and life experiences , often 
engaging in less leisure and recreation activities. 
White (1975) employed a national stratified sample of 1969 Can.1.dian 
households. He looked at occupational prestige groups, and examined some 
26 outdoor recreational activities. His results s howed tha t individuals in 
high prestige occupa tional groupings participated in s ignificantly more activi-
ties than lowe r groups, and they a lso participated in tbem more frequently. 
Thus the nature of a person's occupation is related in a wider range of activi-
ties . Education, age and income were a lso found to be important predictors 
of outdoor recreation activity. 
A s tudy closely associated to the interests of thi s current research 
effort was conducted by Owens (1970). He assessed and meas ured the recrea-
tion activities and preferences of 2 756 individuals of 52 cow1ties in Ohio, 12 
COWlties in Kentucky a nd 8 coWlties in West Virginia. His aim was to deter-
mine tbe r elationship between recreation participation and characteristics of 
the participant. 
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Outdoor recreation was defined as the use of leisure time outdoors, 
and incl uded such activities as sightseeing, swimming , picnicking, power 
boating, canoeing, rowing or sailing , skin diving , scuba di ving , i ce skating, 
skiing and "other" activities . 
Owens (1970) found generally that urban and r ural non-farm people 
participate more than rural farm people in most activities except hunting, 
camping and "other." In addition, whites participated more than non-whites 
in all activities except sights eeing , fishing and "other." 
Reflection upon the contex t within which recreation takes place , 
adds to the acceptabili ty of the foregoing analysi s . Rural far m 
people are generally exposed to the outdoor more than thei r city 
cousins . Although they may value outdoor experiences quite 
highly, they probably commune with nature enough while worldng 
and do not feel as much need to seek further outdoor experiences 
du ring their leisure time. Farm people also tend tu sui.Js e<·ibe 
to the work ethic more than urban people . The work ethic is an 
attitude which disparges " unconstructive" use of leisure time. 
(p. G) 
In general, the most popular outdoor activities were found to be those 
of picnicking , sightseeing, swimming and fishing. 
Upon examining various socio- economic characteristics , the follow-
ing conclus ions were drawn by Owens (1970, p . 6): The r ural farm r espon-
dents' areas we r e not found to be proportionately re-presented i n a ny of the 
activities except hunting. Also, the rura l non-farm respondents were least 
repr esented in picnicking, power boating , camping and snow siding. 
However, the urban respondents were well represented in golf, sldn 
diving, rowing , sailing , power boating and picnicldng. They were least repre-
sented i n hunting and fishing. 
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On the average, participation rates were generally higher for urban 
;pondents than for those from the rural area, with the rural farm respon-
.1ts having lower participation rates generally than the rural nonfarm. 
Owens found that the interrelationships of edt.cation, income and 
~cupations were difficult to separate. However , those with the highest 
educa tional levels participated most often in golf, snow skiing, ice skating 
and water skiing. Those with the lowest educational levels participated most 
often in fishing, hunting, picnicldng and camping. 
A related finding was that those participants with lower education 
levels participated in activities involving lower costs and were less strenuous 
in nature. Those with more education participated generally in higher cost 
activities which were also relatively phys· cally demanding. 
The occupational breakdown which was used was made according to 
the Census of Population breakdown. It was found that the sales occupational 
group seemed to have the highest relative percentage of participants in all 
recreation activities, as well as having high participation rates. 
The professionals had a high proportion of participants in all activi-
ties also, except fishing, hunting a nd picnicldng. However, the professionals 
had fairly low participation rates. Owens felt this could be attributed to 
limited leisure time, even though the orientation may be high. 
The service and clerical workers on the other hand had very high 
participation rates, possibly attributed, Owens felt, to an abundance of 
leisure tim e. 
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A related research effor t conducted in Utah found somewhat different 
findings than Owens . Richardson and Peery (1966) conducted a comprehen-
sive study of outdoor recreation demands of Utah r esidents , attempti ng to 
establi s h a profile of dem and characteristics. Specifically, income, socia l 
characteristics and demographic factors we r e considered. 
With r espect to specific occupations and participation in outdoor 
recreation , they found professional, techni cal and managerial occupation 
groups showed higher than average participation rates in s uch activities as 
skiing and golfing, while s killed craftsm en had about average pa rticipation 
rates in all activities. 
Operators (semi-skilled) showed les s than average par ticipation in 
most activities, but considerably more t!k'1n average participation in hunting. 
Unskilled labor occupational groups had less than average participa tion in all 
acti vities. 
Richardson and Peery speculate d tha t pos sibly tbe high income of 
professional, technical and managerial groups might help account for higher 
participation rates. This may also have been influenced, Richardson and 
Peery felt, due to possible social expectations in these occupations that they 
"should" be actively involved in recreation s ince they were respected occupa-
tional groups. 
With respect to occupational breakdown, the previous research 
efforts reviewed had somewhat differing findings. For example, distinct 
differences were found between the professional groups in Owens (1970) study 
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and Richardson and Peery (1966) study. Therefore, this current research 
effort will examine tbls area to see if additional clarification and understand-
ing can be made. 
Because the current research effort a lso considers farm and nonfarm 
respondents, studies relating to rural and urban differences with r ecreation 
were reviewed. 
The literature concerning effects of rural and urban recreation 
differences has shown that rural farmers may have different leisure/recreation 
preferences than urban residents due to the nature of their work. Burdge 
(1961a, p. 23) noted "Since farming as a way of life places an emphasis on 
work, the hypothesis that farm people are less leisure oriented than urban 
people is not unrealistic. " Burdge went on to conclude that hls study r evealed 
farmers having a statistically lower overall leisure orientation scores than 
the urban sample. 
Hendee (1969) also studied rural-urban differences in outdoor recrea-
tion participation and folllld that the difference between rural and urban recrea-
tion is not conclusive. He felt that theories of the urban-rural participation 
difference should be built aroll!ld the various socio-economic factors rather 
than just on residence alone . 
Harry (1971) on the other hand, examined some implications of the 
work/leisure continuum and considered the rural/urban distinction. He 
hypothesized that individuals who have occupations such as farming or mining 
for example, which somewhat require direct exploitation of natural resources, 
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will have a more exploitative attitude toward nature than those who have non-
exploitative occupations. In addition, individuals who have a exploitative 
occupation wHl not be as likely to look on outdoor recreation situations as 
being an appropriate expression of social and aesthetic values as those whose 
oc cupations do not exploit nature. 
Using data from 2,412 summer recreation visitors to three national 
forests and two national parks in the State of Washington, Harry (1971) found 
those witi1 exploitative occupations to have somewhat of a more exploitative 
attitude toward nature. He found less support that those exploitative occupa-
tions would not be as likely to look on outdoor recreation as an appropriate 
expression of social and aesthetic values. He concluded that "there is some 
direct transfer of occupational culture to the leisure situation" (Harry 1971, 
p. 308). 
Of central interest to this study is Andrews, Madsen and Dunaway's 
(1973) research on leisure and environmental orientations of farmers, part-
time farmers and non-farmers. 
The research considered a continuum of farmers (N of 88) part-time 
farmers (N of 71) and non-farmers (N of 145) for a total of 304 respondents 
selected from two eastern and two central counties in Utah. Of particular 
interest was the part-time farmer who is considered to possess characteris tics 
of both farmers and non-farmers. The part-time farmer was defined as one 
who earned less than half his income from farming, but earned $250 or mor e 
from farming. 
One consideration as noted in the research was to compare the 
continuu m of farme rs, part-time farmers and non-farmers with each other 
to provide the oppor tunity to study the possible influences of occupational 
roles with particula r le isure orientations. 
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The individual's leisure orientation was assessed by a modification 
of a leisure orientation scale developed by Burdge (196la), which consisted 
of a six-item scale to measure an individual's orientation or value toward 
leisure. 
The authors found that the non-farmer had the highest average leisure 
orientation score, indicating the greatest overall orientation toward leis ure , 
witl1 the part-time farmer having the next highest average , and farmer s 
having the lowest orientation toward leisure. 
When age was controlled, the pattern still held, with the farm sample 
still holding a lower overall leis ure orientation than the non-farmers . 
Of pa r ticular interest was the finding tha t when comparing the 
farmers and part-time farm ers who were age 49 and younger, both occupa-
tional groups scored almost identically, indicating possible similar orienta-
tions possibly because of the farm occupational influence, be it full or part-
time. 
fn addition, when age and le isure orientation scores were compared, 
respondents less than 49 years of age or younger tended to be more leisure 
oriented than the older respondents . This must indicate that younger 
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r espondents have become more oriented toward le isure than the older genera-
tion, or as individuals become older, they become less leisure oriented. 
Andrews, Madsen and Dunaway's (1973) research effort concluded 
that a more specific occupational breakdown should be made . The current 
research effort attempted such a breakdown following their recommendation. 
Summary of Occupational Literature 
Specific research findings reviewed with respect to occnpations, lei-
s ure orientation and recreation participation have not been totally uniform . 
That is, differing findings and conclusions have surfaced with respect to 
comparisons of occupational categories. For example, professionals in 
Owens (1970) study were low in recreation partidpalion. Richardson and 
Peery (1966) on the other ha nd found professionals to have high participation 
in recreation activities . Thus it would seem that this area of r esearch war-
rants further consideration. 
In addition, a replication of the leisure orientation of the farmer and 
nonfarmer would also prove useful . The research has shown that generally 
those occupational groups which also participate in part-time farm activities 
tend to share the values of the farmer toward work and leisure. That i s , work 
seems to be preferred over leisure. When outdoor·recreation is pursued, 
both les s variety and lower rates of participation occur. 
On the other hand, the nonfarm group tend to have a lower value 
toward work, higher leisure orientation, and seem to participate more 
a ctively in outdoor recreation. Additional research in this area would also 
pr ove useful to more fully understand these distinctions . 
Statement of Hypotheses 
44 
Therefore, the current research effort will examine several areas 
that have been noted in the literature that need consideration. These include 
specifi c occupati onal breakdowns and related recreation comparisons . 
The following hypotheses will therefore be examined: 
1) The nonfarm respondents will have higher leisure orientations 
than the farm respondents. 
2) Nonfarm Professionals will have high participation rates in 
outdoor recreation activities . 
3) Nonfarm Managers will have high participation rates in outdoor 
recreation activi ties. 
4 ) Nonfarm Laborers will have low participation rates in outdoor 
recreation activities. 
In addition to examination of the above hypotheses, additional areas 
will be consider ed. This is because of the lack of prior research and/or for 
the need to clarify previous issues . The following areas will also be examined: 
1. Analysis will be made with respect to the leisure orientations of 
both farm and nonfarm respondents, but will also consider the specific occu-
pa tional breakdown of Professional , Manager and Laborer respondents, and 
their leisure orientations. 
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2. Similarities and differences will be examined with respe ct to 
participation rates in various outdoor recreation activities and the enjoyment 
level of such activities. Again, this comparison will conside r the Professional, 
Manager and Laborer r espondents with participation rates and levels of enjoy-
ment. 
Definition of Terms 
For purposes of this study , the following definitions will be used. 
Work 
Defined as tl1e activity for which rewards (usually m-onetary) are 
obtained . 
Leisure 
Defined as the time an individual perceives himself to be free from 
the obvious and formal duties a paid job or other obligatory occupation 
imposes. 
Leisure Orientation 
Defined as the value an individual holds toward leisure relative to 
work. 
Outdoor Recreation 
Defined as the sum total of a ll outdoor activities of a pleasurable 
nature which a r e carried on for immediate satisfaction. 
Water-based outdoor recreation participation 
Defined as a specific outdoor recreation activity rate which takes 
place at or adjacent to reservoirs, such as swimming, boating, picnicking, 
sightseeing, etc . 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Leisure Orientation Scale 
The leisure orientation scale used in this study was a modification 
of the original leisure orientation scale first developed by Burdge (1961b) 
but modified by Andrews, Madsen and Dunaway (1073). 
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The original scale designed by Burdge (1961b) consisted of 103 items 
related to leisure. Following elimination of redundant and irrevelant items, 
some 69 remaining items were administered to a sample of individual's 
judged to have high and low leisure preferences. This procedure was followed 
by a scale analysis reducing the item number to 20 which was then adminis-
tered to 66 farmers. The results were then analyzed to reduce the scale to 
a final 11-item leisure orientation scale (Burdge 1961b). 
Burdge noted tbat the Gurman Method for determining unidimen-
sionality was used, and a 90. 2% reproducability figure was obtained. In 
addition, item-to-total score correlations were used to measure internal 
consistency, substantiating the high interrelationship of the scale items. 
Burdge (1961b) tested the 11-item scale for reliability by randomly 
se lecting two sub-scales which correlated+. 64 with each other. Tbe inter-
viewer's ratings as to the respondent's degree of leisure orientation corre-
lated at+. 58 with the 11-item scale. At that time, Burdge determined that 
the 11-item scale achieved acceptable levels of unidimensionality, inte rnal 
consistency and reliability, with some evidence of validity . Table 1 is the 
final 11-item scale originally developed by Burdge (1961b, p . 6) . 
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The overall purpose of the scale was to determine a respondent's 
va lues toward work and leisure . That is, the respondent's score would place 
him somewhere in the work oriented or leisure oriented continuum . Thus an 
individual having a low score on the l eisure orientation scale would adhere 
more closely to the values as understood to be a part of the Protestant ethic. 
A respondent having a higher score would identHy himself more closely with 
the values associated with a favorable attitude toward leisure. 
Andrews, Madsen and Dunaway (1973) made minor modifications of 
the scale which was then used in their research efforts. They noted that one 
of Burdge's attempts to assess the validity of the scale involved a comparison 
of leisure orientation to an urban versus farm dichotomy, hypothesing that it 
was not unreasonable to assume that since farming per se places an emphasis 
on the work ethic, farm individuals would be less leisure oriented than urban 
individuals. Burdge's (1961a) original research found support for this hypoth-
esis. 
Yeosting, Warren and Burkhead (1971) used Burdge 's scale to deter-
mine the leisure orientation of r ural and urban i ndiv iduals but had inconclu-
sive data with respect to the leisure orientations between the two groups. 
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TABLE 1 
ITEM-TO- TOTAL SCORE CORRELATIONS F OR THE 11-ITEM 
LEISURE-ORIENTATION SCALE 
Scale Item 
1. *The constructive use of leisure time is the 
answer to many of the problems now facing 
the American society. (+) 
2. The only way I can justify my leisure time 
i s to work for it. (-) 
3. *I gene r a lly feel gui lty when I enjoy lei sure 
for more than a short time . (- ) 
4 . *Le is ure serves no useful purpose in my life. (-) 
5 . My leisure activities are jus t as important to 
me as work activities. (+ ) 
6 . I would like a shorter work week in order to 
have more fre e time for other things . (+) 
7. The only satisfaction I get out of life is 
working . (-) 
8 . Most people know how to spend their free time 
wise ly . (+) 
9 . *My chief r eason for working is to pay for my 
leisure a ctivities. (+) 
10. *I feel guilty when I'm on vacation, because 
I'm not working. (-) 
11. *Mos t people spend too much time enjoying them-
selves today. (-) 
Correlation with Total 
Score** 
+. 83 
+.60 
+. 67 
+. 82 
+. 57 
+. 50 
+.5 7 
+. 40 
+. 75 
+.70 
+. 65 
*If a r esearcher desires a short form of the percent scale, the six starr ed 
items corr e la te+. 94 with responses for the 11-N:em scale . 
**All 11 correlations are signifi cant a t the 1% level. Points were awarded 
on a 5-point basis (0-4), signs at the end of each scale item indicate 
direction. 
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Andrews, Madsen and Dunaway (19 73) employed a modification of the 
Burdge Leisure Orientation Scale to assess the leisurP. orientations of 
farmers , part-time farmers and nonfarmers. 
The scores for each r espondent, as in the original scale, could 
range from 1 to 5 for each of six questions, giving a total possible range of 
6 through 30. As noted previous ly, a score of 6 indicated a greater work 
orientation, while a s core of 30 indicated a greater leis ure orientation. The 
respondents were asked if they strongly agree , agree , were undecided, dis-
agree or strongly di sagr ee with each statement of the scale. 
The following is the s ix item modification of the Burdge Scale and 
its respective item-to-total correlation scores which are indicated by r values 
(Andr ews , Madsen and Dunaway 1973 , p . 5). 
1. I generally feel guilty when I enjoy le isure for more than a 
shor t time. r ~ • 65 (Exact statement as developed by Burdge. ) 
2. Frankly speaking, much of the time work i s pre tty dull, but 
leisure makes life worthwhile. r - • 45 (Tbis statement was 
developed by Andrews, Madsen and Dunaway 1973.) 
3 . Today most people spend too much time just enj oying themselves. 
r ~ • 61 (This statement was taken from the Burdge Scale, but 
the word "Today" was added .) 
4. I sometimes feel guilty when I' m on vacation because I'm not 
working. r ~ . 58 (This statement was taken from the Burdge 
Scale , but the word "sometimes" was added. ) 
5. I generally get more enjoyment out o( leisure activities than I 
do out of work a ctivities . r ; . 58 (Tbis statement was 
developed by Andrews, Madsen and Duna way 1973.) 
51 
G. Generally speaking the main satisfaction I get out of life is work-
ing. r ; . 59 (Tbis statement was taken from the original scale, 
but the words "generally speaking" were added and the word 
"main" was substituted for the original word "only. ") 
Thus Andrews , Madsen and Dunaway (1973) had modified Burdge's 
(196la) short form of the scale by making minor word changes , as well as 
adding two statements which seemed to give the scale more cohe sion and 
simplification. 
In general, Andrews , Madsen and Dunaway (1973, p . 6) found non-
farmers to have the bighest average scores (18 . 28) , indicating the greatest 
overall orientation toward leisure , the part-time farmers the next bighest 
average score (16 . 46) and the farmers the l owest average scores (15. 27). 
The differences between these groups were found to be statistically signifi-
cant. 
In the current research effort, the six item modification of th e Burdge 
scale was used, assessing the lei sure or ientation of the nonfarmer, part- time 
farmer and full-time farmer, as well as by specific' occupation. 
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Water-Based Outdoor Recreation Participation 
The specific measures for determining a respondent 's recr eation 
participation were ass essed by asking them questions r elating to time spent 
in recreati on activities in general and actual time spent in water-based out-
door recreation at various reservoirs of the Weber Basin Project. 
Respondents were questioned concerning their participation in the 
following acti vities (see Appendix): 
I. Sports (baseball etc.) 
Water Activity (fishing , swimming, etc . ) 
Equipment Sports (snowmobiling , motorbike riding, etc.) 
Travel (by automobile, sightseeing, et c . ) 
Yard Activity (recreation a t home) 
II. Fishing at a lake or reservoir 
Swimming at a lake or reservoir 
Water fowl hunting at a lake or r eservoir 
Boating and/or canoeing at a lake or reservoir 
Water skiing at a lake or reservoir 
Picnicking a t a lake or reservoir 
Camping at a lake or reservoir 
Sightseeing a t a lake or reservoir 
Respondents were querried directly concerning activities in item I, 
and in item II were given a card (see Appendix) wi th the above mentioned 
activities listed and asked: 
"This past 12 months whi ch of the following responses best 
describes how often you have participated in this water-based 
act.i vity '?" (fishing, swimming , etc. ) 
The following response breakdown was used: 
1. I have been going on a regular basis, i . e., about once a 
week or more during the season. 
2. I have gone several times during the season, i.e., four , 
five or six times. 
3 . I have gone only a few times, i.e., two or three times during 
the season . 
4 . I have seldom gone, i.e . , one time, during the season. 
G. I have not participated in this activity this past year (past 
12 months) . 
6. I have not participated in this activity since 1961. 
It is important to note at this point that analysis of these questions 
as stated had certain limitations. The response categories are not interval 
measures, but of an ordinal na ture. However , for purposes of analysis, 
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these responses are to be tested as if they were interval measur es . That i s , 
stati stical analysis is to be made on the 1-5 response range, employing 
various statistical measures, s uch as means, standard deviations and tests 
of significance. The mean response of say 3 for example does provide a 
r athe r adequate index of the respondent 's actual participation, two or three 
times during the year. A mean response close to 5 would indi cate very little 
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to no participation, and a mean response close to 1 would indicate fairly active 
participation in the respective recreation activities. 
However, because these measures are not in a ctuality interval cate-
gories , the level or measures of significance will not be as robust as would 
be measures on actual inter val responses. Therefore, the s ignificance tests 
will be somewhat limited in terms of overall generalization concerning the 
responses for the various occupational breakdowns used. 
After the respondents answered the question of participation for each 
activity , he was also asked: 
"On a fi ve point scale wi th 1 showing the least enjoyment a nd 5 
the most, how would you rate tlti s activity?" 
Thus not only was his actual participation rated for each acti vity 
(fishing, swimming, hunting, etc.) but the r espondent also specified his 
enjoyment per se in the activity. 
After each activity was assessed concerning participation for the 
past 12 months, as well as level of enjoyment, the respondent was asked to 
rate overall whlch specific activity he participated in most during the year. 
Thls was assessed with the following question: 
"Which of the water r elated activities tha t we have been 
discussing (i. e ., fishing, swimming, water fowl hunting, 
wate rslding, boating, picnicking, or camping at a lake ) 
do you par ticipate in mos t during a typical year?" 
The respondent then identified which specific activity of the eight 
activities being considered he participated in most. 
These measures thus provided adequate data on eight specific out-
door recreation activities considered and rated by the nonfarm, farm and 
part-time farm respondents. 
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With the ratings provided by the leisure orientation scale, the above 
mentioned ratings of recreation activity, and actual water-based outdoor 
recreation participation (with accompanying enjoyment), analyses were per-
formed relating these three major areas of interest and assessment with 
occupation. 
Occupational Breakdown 
In addition to the assessment of leisure orientations and outdoor 
recreation participation, an aclclllional objective was to determine as much 
as possible, the difference between various occupations with respect to 
leisure orientation and participation in various outdoor recreation activities. 
One segment of the interview schedule was designed to assess an 
occupational breakdown as used by the U.S. Bureau of Census . Specifically, 
the breal<down that was examined in this current study included the following 
for the nonfarm sample: 
1. Professional, technical and kindred workers (Professional) 
2. Managers, officials and proprietors (Managers) 
3 . Craftsmen , fore men and laborers (Laborers) 
Due to the extremely small sampling of the occupational classifica-
tions, the Laborer category was also comprised of craftsmen and foremen. 
It is important to note the distinction and uniqueness of the break-
down for the farm sample. As noted previously in this study, the farm 
sample is composed of full-time farmers (farm managers, farmers and 
farm laborers in this case) as well as part-time farmers, who also hold 
another full-time occupation. 
Therefore, in this study the following breakdown was used for the 
farm sample: 
1. Professional, technical and kindred workers (Professional) 
2. Managers, officials and proprietors, including farm managers 
(Managers) 
3. Craftsmen, foremen and laborers, including farm laborers 
(Laborers) 
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Thus all respondents of the farm sample did in fact farm, but the 
majority were part-time farmers, who also had other full-time occupations. 
In order to be included in the sample frame as a farmer, by definition an 
individual needed to earn only $250 annually from farming. 
For example, a person coded "Professional" in the farm sample 
meant he was a professional but also a part-time farmer. The true farmer 
and farm manager were coded in the Manager category and the farm laborer 
was coded in the Laborer category. 
Due to the extremely small sampling of the occupational classifica-
tions, the Professional, Manager and Laborer groupings were analyzed. The 
other occupational classifications of clerical, sales , private household 
workers, military and miscellaneous were extremely small in number and 
were not included in the analysis. However , they were included when total 
comparisons were made of the nonfarm and farm samples. 
Study Hypotheses 
Four specific hypotheses were examined in this research effort, 
along with additional considerations and elaboration of the data . 
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The first hypothesis to be tested, as stated in Chapter II, was "The 
nonfarm respondents will have higher lei sure orientations than the farm 
respondents. " 
Operationally, the r espondents were given the modified Burdge 
Leis ure Orientation Scale, which was described in detail earlier in this 
chapter. The respondents would score a point value ranging from 6 to 30 . 
Again , a 6 rating would indicate a greater work orientation, while a 30 
response would indicate more leisure orientation. Therefore, mean scores · 
were computed for the entire scale . For the firs t hypothesis to be supported, 
the mean s core for the nonfarm respondents should be higher than the mean 
response for the farm sample. 
The second hypothesis to be tested that " Nonfarm Professionals will 
have high participation rates in outdoor recreation 'activities . " 
Operationally, this hypothesis was tested by computation of the 
r esponses to the questions on participation of various outdoor recreation 
activities. The responses ranged from 1 to 5 . A score of 1 was an index of 
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regular participation and a score of 5 was an index of no participation. Mean 
scores were computed for these response categories. In order for the hypoth-
esis to be supported , the mean response should be below 3 in four (4) or more 
of the eight ac ti vity categories . 
The testing of hypotheses were limited to the nonfarm sample for two 
reasons. One was that the nonfarm sample seemed to be most similar to the 
Ri chardson and Peery (1966) study of Utah residents. Secondly, the farm 
sample included respondents who a lso engage in part-time farming, which 
does not compare to previous studies. While analysis was made of this group, 
the hypotheses testing were limited to the nonfarm group. 
The third hypothesis to be tested stated that "Nonfarm Managers will 
have high participation rates in outdoor recreation acti vities." 
Operationally, testing of thi s hypothesis was similar to the Profes-
sional group previously mentioned. That is, mean scores were computed for 
the response index of the 1 to 5 activity levels . In order for the hypothesis 
to be supported, the mean response should be below 3 in four or more of the 
eight activities . 
Similar analysis was made of the fourth hypothesis. It stated "Non-
farm Laborers will have low participation rates in outdoor recreation activi-
ties." 
Operationally, the mean responses to the 1 to 5 index of activity was 
made. In order for this hypothesis to be supported, the mean score should 
be 3 or greater in four or more of the eight activities . 
59 
In terms of analysis and comparisons, various groups and subgroups 
were examined. The first two main comparisons consisted of the total non-
farm and farm respondents . Operationally, this was a general comparison 
between the two samples, for which mean scores, standard deviation, etc., 
were made for the leisure orientation scores and activity levels. 
The second level of subgroup comparisons was made using the com-
bined responses of the Professional, Manager and Laborer respondents, for 
both the nonfarm and farm samples. Operationally this subgroup consisted 
of those respondents who were Professional or Manager by nature of their 
occupational response. The Laborer category consisted of Laborers by occu-
pational response, and also Craftsmen and Foreman. The latter two occupa-
tions were included with the Laborer respondents because of the small num-
ber in each category and because the occupations of Laborer, Craftsmen and 
Foremen fit better together than with Professional or Manager. 
Lastly, the third area of analysis focused on the specific occupations 
themselves, for both the nonfarm and farm respondents . Operationally, the 
separate category of Professional and Manager were examined. The Laborer 
category was also examined, and included the Craftsmen and Foremen respon-
dents, as mentioned previously. 
The Sample 
Tllis study focused on the leisure orientations and outdoor recreation 
participation rates of a sample of 250 household heads taken from the 1970 
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Ogden, Utah Urb[ulized Area of the U.S. Census for Weber and Davis Counti es, 
including Farmington, Utah in North Davis County, which contain some 42, 000 
households . 
In adclition, focus and analysis was a lso made of data collected on 
128 household heads who oper ated farm land in Weber and Davis Counties. 
These households were taken from a list of 2000 farm land operators, both 
full and part-time, which was provided by the Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service, U. S.D.A. (Andrews , Madsen and Legaz 1974) . 
The unit of analysis for this study will be the household head of the 
households sampled. Survey research methods were the principle methods 
of investigation used, providing the information regarding both leisure 
orientations and outdoor recreation rates. 
Setting of the Study 
The setting of tllis study is made up of the large geographical area of 
the Weber Basin Project which was built on the river basin along the wes tern 
slopes of the Wasatch Mountains of North Central Utah, overlapping the Davis , 
Weber and Morgan Counties. 
The r eservoirs which made up the project consists of Willard, Pine-
view, Causey , East Canyon, Rock Port and Lost Creek. Echo Reservoir was 
not part of the Weber Basin Project, but was included in the study. 
The Weber Basin Project services both the urbaJlized industrial areas 
of North Salt LaJ<e City on the s outh to North Ogden, Utah on the north, as well 
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as serving several rural communities between the two predominant urban 
centers. The main tu•ban influence in the Weber Basin Project is concen-
trated in Ogden, Utah, which i s a central indus trial-commercial city of some 
70,000 residents, including a fringe suburban and rural population of an addi-
tional 80,000 (Andrews, Madsen and Legaz 1974). 
Data Collection 
The interviewing of both the farm, part-time and nonfarm samples 
was conducted during the months of September and October 1972. The inter-
viewing was conducted by hourly paid professional interviewers who adminis-
tered the comprehensive 23 page interview schedule to the some 378 house-
holds (see Appendix) . 
The interviews took place in the respondent's homes and generally 
lasted about 1 1/2 hours. The rate of completion for the nonfarm sample 
was 86%, and 85% for the farm and part-time farm sample, resulting in an 
N of 378. The same 29% of unfinished interviews were not completed mainly 
due to the unavailability of the respondents during the interviewing period 
(Andrews, Madsen and Legaz 1974) . 
Thus, the nonfarm sample included a total of 250 respondents , while 
the farm sample included 128 total respondents. 
For puxposes of tlu s research, the N of 250 and 128 were us ed when 
analysis were conducted on total respondents . When grouped occupations 
were examined, whi ch constituted the Professi onal, Manager and Laborer 
categor ies, anN of 152 was used in the nonfarm s ample a nd 91 in the farm 
sample . 
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In terms of specific breakdown by occupation, the nonfarm sample 
included 49 Professionals, 30 Managers and 73 Laborers. The farm break-
down by occupation included 23 Professionals, 34 Manager s (including farm 
managers) and 34 Laborers (including farm laborers) . 
Data Analysis 
The da ta collected by the interviewing of sampled r espondents was 
coded in this study directly in the interview schedule and later transferred to 
IBM computer cards. The actual analysis of the data was handl ed by com-
puter, with SPSS program s (Ni e e t al . 1975). 
The analysis of the data collected in this study was conducted in four 
steps. After initial preliminary computer runs were made and analyzed to 
verify correct coding and accuracy of the data, the following statistical pro-
cedures we r e conducted: 
1. Mean measures , including standard deviations of general leisure 
orientations were taken from the leisure orientation scale looking first at 
scores from the tlu·ee occupational categories, grouped occupations and all 
respondents main groupings, for both nonfarm and farm samples. 
2 . An additional statistical approach of Chi-square analysis was 
used to examine the occupationa l breakdown and leisure orientation scores. 
The scores of each respondent wer e collapsed into one of three categories 
of Low, Meclium and High leisure orientation. The scores r anging from 
G-19 were collapsed into the Low category, with scores of 20- 22 collaps ed 
into the Mcclium category. The scores ranging from 23-30 were then col-
lapsed into a High category. Chi-square analysis was made on the occupa-
tional breakdown in one of the three categories. 
3. Mean and percentage measures of general participation in 
63 
various recreation activities were then made for the nonfarm and farm sam-
ple. As noted previously, these measures were orclinal measures treated 
as if interval, r ated on a 1-5 activity scale . A score of 1 indica ted most 
activity, while a score of 5 indicated no activity. These measures cUd pro-
vide an index whidt was repr esenta tive of a respondent's overall a ctivity in 
outdoor recreation activities . Again, thi s was followed by mean measures 
involving specific occupations and the outdoor recreation activities, inclucling 
a respondent's rating the enj oyment of the activity on the 1-5 enjoyment scale. 
A score of 1 indicated least enjoyment while a score of 5 indicated most enjoy-
ment. 
4. F tests were then made using the above measures, comparing the 
clifferences between the occupational subgroups of the nonfarm and farm sam-
ple in specific activities and enjoyments . 
b . Finally , correlation and factor analyses were conducted on the 
va rious outdoor recreation participation measur es in attempts to determine 
which combinations of activi ties were used by the nonfarm and farm respondents . 
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CHAPTER IV 
DATA ANALYSIS AND TINDINGS 
The presentation of the da ta analysis and findings will be divided 
into three main areas. The first review of findings centers on leisure 
orientations and participation in selected r ecreati on activities . The second 
review examines specific water-based outdoor recreation activities and 
occupations . The third review of findings examines an elaboration of the 
data by consider ing correlations a nd fact or analysis of the water-based out-
door recreation activities . 
Findings of Leisure Orientations and Selected 
Recreation Activities 
The initial test of the data involved assumptions concerning the 
respondents' leisure orie ntations. The first hypothesis to be tested was that 
"The nonfarm respondents will have higher leisure orientations than the farm 
r espondents . " In order for this hypothesis to be supported, the mean leisure 
orientation score for the nonfarm sample should be higher than the mean 
score for the farm sample. The results of testing tllis hypothesis a re shown 
in Table 2. 
The nonfarm r espondents mean score of 20 . 6 was found to be higher 
than the farm mean score of 18 . G which was significant at the , 001 level, 
Therefore, the first hypothesi s was s upported. 
TABLE 2 
LEISURE ORIENTATION SCORES BY TOTAL RESPONDENTS, 
INCLUDING NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES 
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Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total Respondents 
Nonfarm (250) 
Farm {128) 
20.6 
18.6 
F = 28 . 1 significant at the . 0 01 level. 
3.3 
3.4 
In addition to the general nonfarm and farm leisure orientation 
elaboration of the data was made concerning specific occupational breakdown 
by the two samples. The initia l phases of analyses centered on grouping the 
oc cupational categories of Professionals, Mru1agers and Laborers {which also 
includes Craftsmen and Foremen as explained in Chapter III) . These compari-
sons were made for the nonfarm and farm samples. The results are shown 
in Table 3 . 
Of interest in these findings are the higher mean scores for the 
grouped occupational respondents who were nonfarm individuals {20. 9) and 
the lower farm scores by the same categories {18 . 5). Both grouped occupa-
tions were not s ignificant at the • 05 level. 
The next area of interest focused on the specific occupational break-
down of Professional , Manager and Laborer respondents , for both the nonfarm 
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TABLE 3 
LEISURE ORIENTATION SCORES BY GROUPED OCCUPATIONS, 
INCLUDING NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Grouped Occupations a 
Nonfarm * (158) 20 .9 
Farm** ( 99) 18 . 5 
alncludes Professional, Manager and Laborer categories. 
* F ~ 3. 4 not significant at the • 05 level. 
** F ~ 1. 2 noi significant at the • 05 level. 
3. 4 
3. 4 
and farm respondents . The mean leisure orientation scores were calculated, 
with results shown in Tables 4 and 5. 
The comparison of means between nonfarm Professional, Manager 
and Laborer respondents, was not found to be statistically significant at 
the • 05 level or higher when analyzed with the analysis of variance using an 
F test of mean difference. In addition, a contrary expectation surfaced, 
with the Laborers having the highest leisure orientation (21. 4) followed by 
the Professionals with 20 . 6 and the Managers the lowes t with 20 . 3 . This 
finding 1vill be discussed in detail in Chapter V. 
The comparison by occupation of the farm sample as shown in 
Table 5 resulted in an F score of 4 . 5 which was significant at the • 01 level. 
That is, there was found to be statistical significant differences between the 
TABLE 4 
LEISURE ORIENTATION SCORES BY OCCUPATION, 
FOR THE NONFARM SAMPLE 
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Occupation Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Professional (N = 51) 
Manager 
Laborer 
(N = 30) 
(N = 77) 
20.6 
20.3 
2 1. 4 
F = 2. 2 not significant at tbe • 05 level. 
TABLE 5 
4.0 
3.5 
2.7 
LEISURE ORIENTATI0;\1 SCORES BY OCCUPATION, 
FOR THE FARM SAMPLE 
Occupation 
Professional (N = 24) 
Manager 
Laborer 
(N = 39) 
(N = 36) 
Mean Scores 
19.1 
17.1 
19.6 
F = 4 . 5 significant at the • 05 level. 
Standard Deviation 
3 . 2 
3 . 3 
3.0 
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means of the farm Professional, Manager and Laborer respondents. In 
addi tion, the Laborers again had the highest lei sure orientation, with a mean 
scores of 19. 6, followed by the Professionals with 19. 1 and the lowest scored 
by the Managers with a score of 17 .1. 
An additional statistical approach was used to examine the occupa-
tional breakdown and leisure orientation. This was accomplished by using 
a chi-square analysis , and collapsing the respondent s scores into Low, 
Medium, and High lei sure oriented categories. The range of the leisure 
orientation scale was from 6 to 30. A score of 6 would indicate a person 
tota lly work oriented, while a score of 30 would indicate a per son to be totally 
leisure oriented. Therefore the scores ranging from 6 to 19 were collapsed 
into a Low category, with scores of 20-22 collapsed into a Medium category 
and scores of 23-30 collapsed into a High category. The results of this 
analyses are shown in Tables 6 and 7. 
Occupation 
TABLE 6 
LEISURE ORIENTATION RANKING BY OCCUPATIO N, 
FOR THE NONFARM SAMPLE 
Low Medium High 
Professional (N = 51) 38% 29% 33% 
Manager (N = 30) 37% 30% 33% 
Laborer (N = 77) 29% 3 4% 37% 
x2 = 1. 2 with 4 Degrees of Freedom not significant at the • 05 level. 
Total 
100% 
100% 
100% 
Occupation 
TABLE 7 
LEISURE ORIENTATION RANKIN G BY OCCUPATION, 
FOR THE FARM SAMPLE 
Low Medium High 
Professional (N ~ 24) 54% 
72 % 
33% 
23% 
13% 
5% Manager (N ~ 39) 
Laborer (N ~ 36) 36% 53% 11% 
x2 ~ 10. 1 with 4 Degrees of Freedom significant at the • 05 level. 
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Total 
100% 
100% 
100% 
A chi-square (X2) of 10.1 was found to be signifi cant at the . 05 level 
for the farm respondents, but a score of 1. ~ was not found to be statistically 
s ignificant for the nonfarm respondents. Similar to the results of mean s core 
comparisons in Tables 4 and 5, the majority of the Laborer category in both 
samples were al so found to b e ranked Medium or High, while the other two 
occupational categories were not. Of particular interest is the Low r a nking 
of Managers a t 72% in the farm sample , followed by Professionals at 54%. 
Additional elaborations of leisure preferences were then examined 
in terms of hypothetical situations for the respondents of both samples to 
consider . The area of interest centered on consideration of the use of 3 hours 
of additional leisure time and fi ve recreation activity areas , by all respon-
dents, grouped occupa tions and by the three fold occupational format used 
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previously . These areas were examined by the nonfarm and farm samples, 
"'i th the results shown in Tables 8, 9, and 10. 
In Table 8 , the results of both nonfarm and farm samples show a 
much higher preference for outdoor recreation activities that were centered 
on or around a lake or reservoir (swimming, fis hing, etc.), with 64% and 
52% respective ly. The next highest preferred activity for both samples 
involved trave l activities (travel by auto, sightseeing, etc.), with the farm 
sample showing a higher preference of 20% as opposed to 16% for the non-
farm sample. The farm sample a lso expressed a higher preference for 
activities involving sports equipment (snowmobiles, motor bikes , etc.) with 
some 18% preferences found, with only 4% preference by the nonfarm sam-
ple. 
Tbe considerations of the same 3 hour le isure preference were next 
examined by the Professional, Manager and Laborer groups considered 
together, with the results given in Table 9. Again the nonfarm and farm 
samp les gave expressed preference for water related activities (72% for 
the nonfarm group and 54% for the farm group). The farm group again 
expressed high preference for activities r equiring sports equipment of 21% 
while the nonfarm group expressed only 5%. Chi-square significance analysis 
were made on both grouped occupations and found tct be significant at the . 001 
level for the nonfarm sample and a t the . 01 level for the farm sample. 
When examined by specific occupational groups, the same trends 
somewhat remained , as shown in Tables 10 and 11. The chi-squar e (X2) 
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TABLE 8 
PREFERRED OUTDOOR RECREATION AC TIVITY IF THE INDIVIDUAL HAD 
3 HOURS OF ADDITIONAL LEISURE TIME DAILY, BY ALL 
RESPONDENTS, BOTH NONFARM AND 
FARM SAMPLES 
Wate r Equipment Yard 
Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity Total 
Nonfa rm (N = 117) 12% 64% 4% 16% 4% 100% 
Farm (N = 123) 9% 52% 18% 20% 1% 100% 
TABLE 9 
PREFERRED OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY IF THE INDIVIDUAL HAD 
3 HOURS OF ADDITIONAL LEISURE TIME DAILY, 
BY GROUPED OCCUPATIONSa 
Yard 
Occupations Sports 
Water 
Activity 
Equipment 
Sports Travel Activity Total 
Professional, Manager and Laborer 
Nonfarm* (N = 118) 12% 72% 5% 9% 2% 
Far m ** (N = 95) 10% 54% 21% 15% O% 
alncludes Professional, Manager and Laborer categories. 
•x2 = 20. 2 with 4 Degrees of Freedom significant at the , 001 level. 
••x 2 = 12. 4 with 4 Degrees of Freedom significant a t the • 01 level. 
100% 
100% 
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TABLE 10 
PREFERRED OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY IF THE INDIVIDUAL HAD 
3 HOURS OF ADDITIONAL LEISURE TIME DAILY , 
BY OCCUPATION, FOR THE NONFARM SAMPLE 
Water Equipment Ya rd 
Occupation Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity Total 
P ro-
fessiona l (N = 49) 14% 68% 6% 12% O% 100% 
Manager (N = 29) 21% 66% O% 10% 3% 100% 
Laborer (N = 73) 12% 71% 5% 10% 2% 100% 
x2 = 4. 9 with 8 Degrees of Freedom not significant at the • 05 level . 
TABLE 11 
PRE F ERRED OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY IF THE INDIVIDUAL HAD 
3 HOURS OF ADDITIONAL LEISURE TIME DAILY, 
BY OCCUPATION , FOR THE FARM SAMPLE 
Water Equipment Yard 
Occupation Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity Total 
Pro-
fe s s iona l (N = 23) 13% 35% 39% 13% O% 100% 
Manager (N = 36) 11% 56% 11% 22% O% 100% 
Laborer (N = 36) 6% 64% 20% 11% O% 100% 
2 
X = 10. 1 with 6 Degrees of Freedom not significant at the • 05 l evel. 
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analysis of both breakdowns was not s ignifi cant at the . 05 level. The non-
farm Profe ssionals expressed highest interest in water related activities 
a t 68%, and were lowest in yard activity at 0%. The farm Professional 
gr oup preferred equipment related activities at 35% preference , and a ls o 
were lowest in yard activities at 0%. The nonfarm Manager group had 66 % 
preference for water related activities, with O% interest in equipment sport 
activities. The farm Manager group expressed 56% interest in water related 
ac tivities a nd O% in yard activities . The nonfarm Laborer group a lso had 
highest preference for water related acti vi ties at 71% and 2% for yard activi-
ties . Lastly, the farm Laborer group expressed 64% for water related acti vi-
ties and O% for yard activities. 
A fur ther analysis of expressed preferences for leisure activities 
was conducted employing the previous five activities discussed, but consider-
ing preference if the respondents had 3 consecutive days off in a row to devote 
to leisure . The analysis considered t otal respondents, grouped occupations 
and specifi c occupations, as shown in Tables 12, 13 , 14, a nd 15. The total 
respondents in both samples again expressed highes t preference for water 
related acti vities, second highest for travel activities and lowest for equip-
ment sports for the nonfarm group and yard ac tivities for the farm group. 
Results ar e given in Table 12. 
When consideration and analysis was made by grouped occupations, 
the nonfarm Professional, Manager and Laborer group expressed highest 
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TABLE 12 
PREFERRED OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY IF THE INDIVIDUALS HAD 
3 DAYS OFF IN A ROW, BY ALL RESPONDENTS, 
BOTH NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES 
Water Equipment Yard 
Respondents Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity Total 
Nonfarm (N = 224) 5% 73% 1% 19% 2% 100% 
Farm (N = 120) 4% 62% 7% 27% O% 100% 
TABLE 13 
PR EFERRED OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY IF THE INDIVIDUALS HAD 
3 DAYS OFF IN A ROW, BY GROUPED OCCUPATIONSa 
Water Equipment Yard 
Occupation Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity 
Professional, Manager and Laborer 
Nonfarm (N = 153) 5% 77% 2% 15% 1% 
Farm (N= 93) 5% 66% 8% 21% O% 
a Includes Professional, Manager and Laborer . 
•x2 = 8 . 8 with 4 Degrees of Freedom not significant at the • 05 level. 
**X2 = 9. 6 with 4 Degrees of Freedom significant at the • 05 level. 
Total 
100% 
100% 
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TABLE 14 
PREFERRED OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY IF THE INDIVIDUAL HAD 
3 DAYS OFF IN A ROW, BY OCCUPATION, 
FOR THE NONFARM SAMPLE 
Wa te r Equipme nt Yard 
Occupation Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity Total 
Pro-
fessional (N = 51) 6% 75% 2% 15% 100% 
Manager (N = 3 0) 10% 80% O% 10% 100% 
Laborer (N = 73) 4% 75% 3% 16% 100% 
x2 = 3. 7 with 8 Degrees of Freedom not significant at the • 05 level. 
TABLE 15 
PREFERRED OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY IF THE INDIVIDUAL HAD 
3 DAYS OFF IN A ROW, BY OCCUPATION , 
FOR THE FARM SAMPLE 
Water Equipment Yard 
Occupation Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity Total 
Pro-
fessional (N = 23) 4% 74% 9% 13% O% 100% 
Manager (N = 35) 3% 57% 6% 34% 0% 100% 
Laborer (N = 35) 9% 68% 9% 14% O% 100% 
x 2 = 6. 3 with 6 Degrees of Freedom not signifi cant at the • 05 level. 
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preference for water related activities, and lowest expressed for yard activi-
ties . The farm group expressed highest preference for water rela ted activi-
ties and lowest preference for yard activities. Results of these comparisons 
are given in Table 13. Chi-square significance analyses were made on both 
grouped occupations, and found to be significant at the • 05 level for the farm 
sample, but not for the nonfarm sample. 
When analysis was conducted on the specific occupational groups, 
minor deviations were found, as given in Tables 14 and 15. Chi-square 
significance analysis were made on both groups, and not found to be signifi-
cant at the . 05 level. But nonfarm and farm Professionals expressed similar 
preferences for water related activities (75% and 74% respectively) with lowest 
preference for yard activities (2% and O% respectively). Nonfarm Managers 
expressed 80% preference for water related activities, with O% for both equip-
ment sports and yard activities. However , the farm Manager preferred water 
r elated the highest with 57%, but expressed 34% preference for travel activi~ 
ties, and O% for yard acti vities. Concluding this area , the nonfarm and farm 
Labore r preferred water activities 75% to 68% and yard activity least, 2% 
and Oo/o . 
The analysis of the data next moved into the area in considering 
actual participation in the sports, water activities,' equipment sports, travel 
and yard activities. To begin this analysis, overall comparisons were made 
for the entire sample and by grouping the three occupational categories to-
gether. These results can be seen in Table 1G. The actual participa tion in 
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TABLE 16 
OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY PARTICIP ATED IN MOST 
DURING THE YEAR BY ALL RESPONDENTS, 
BOTH NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES 
Water Equipment Yard 
Respondents Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity Total 
Nonfarm (N = 233) 8% 63% 1% 12% 16% 100% 
Farm (N = 117) 8% 55% 10% 26% 1% 100% 
the five areas was fairly close to what the tota l respondents preferred if they 
had the 3 hours (Table 8) or 3 days (Table 12) of leisure time. In the nonfarm 
category , 63% actually participated in water related activities, with some 16% 
in yard activities and lowest participation was found in equipment sports. The 
farm sample overall had slightly different participation, with 55% actually 
participated in water related activities, a relatively high 26% in travel related 
activities a nd a predictable low 1% in yard activities. 
When the grouped occupations were considered (Professional, 
Manager and Laborer) the above mentioned pattern held, as shown in Table 17. 
That is, the three occupation categories in the nonfarm sample participated 
in 1) water activity, 2) sports and 3) equipment sports. The three groups from 
the farm sample participated in 1) water activity, 2) travel and 3) yard activity. 
Chi-square s ignifi cance analyses of both grouped occupations were made a11d 
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TABLE 17 
OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY PARTICIPATED IN MOST 
DURING THE YEAR BY GROUPED OCCUPATIONS , a 
BOTH NONFAR M AND FARM SAMPLES 
Equipment Yard 
Occupations 
Water 
Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity Total 
Professional , Manager and Laborer 
Nonfarm (N = 152) 9% 73% 2% 9% 7% 
Farm (N = 91) 9% 58% 12% 21% O% 
alncludes Professional , Manager and Laborer Categories. 
*X2 = 31.5 with 4 Degrees of Freedom significant at the • 001 level. 
**X2 = 9. 6 with 4 Degrees of Freedom significant at the • 05 level. 
100% 
100% 
found to be significant at the • 001 level for the nonfarm group and significant 
at the • 05 level for the farm group. 
When actual comparison and tests of the three selected occupational 
categories were conducted, the overall trend continued to be found (Tables 
18 and 19). That is, the Professional nonfarmers participated in 1) water 
activities, 2) travel and 3) yard activity . The Professional farm ers partici-
pated in 1) water activity, 2) sports and 3) yard activity . The Manager group 
for nonfarmers was active in 1) water activity, 2) sports and 3) yard activity. 
The comparable Managers of the farm group participated in 1) water activity, 
2) travel and 3) yard activity. Laborer groups of the nonfarm sample showed 
activity most in 1) water activity, 2) travel and 3 ) yard activity . The Laborers 
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TABLE 18 
OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY PARTICIPATED IN MOST 
DURING THE YEAR, BY OCCUPATION , 
FOR THE NONFARM SAMPLE 
Water Equipment Yard 
Occupation Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity Total 
Professional 14% 63% 4% 17% 2% 100% 
Manager 24% 70% 3% 3% O% 100% 
Laborer 7% 71% 1% 18% 3% 100% 
x2 = 11. 0 with 8 Degrees of Freedom not significant at the . 05 level. 
TABLE 19 
OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITY PARTICIPATED IN MOST 
DURING THE YEAR, BY OCCUPATION, 
FOR THE FARM SAMPLE 
Water Equipment Yard 
Occupation Sports Activity Sports Travel Activity Total 
Professional 4% 39% 22% 34% O% 100% 
Manager 15% 56% 6% 23% O% 100% 
Laborer 6% 73% 9% 9% O% 100% 
x
2 
= 12.5 with 6 Degrees of Freerlom significant at the • 05 l evel. 
80 
of the farm group noted 1) water activity, 2) tie for equipment sports and 
trave l, and 3) yard activity. The farm group chi-square value and 12.5 
was found to be statistically significant at the , 05 level. 
A summary version of these preferences, and actual participation 
ranking for the two samples, including the specific occupational breakdown, 
are given in Tables 20, 21, and 22 . 
Findings of Water Based Outdoor Recreation 
Activities and Occupation 
The central emphasis of the study focused on the spe cific recreation 
activities at various reservoirs of the Weber Basin Project. This would also 
seem to be the most logical emphasis, since the respondents, both nonfarm 
and farm highly favored wate r related activities over other possible a lterna-
Lives as both outdoor recreation preferences and actual activities attempted. 
The main emphasis focused on the activities of fishing, swimming, water fowl 
hunting, boating, water skiing, picnicking, camping and sightseeing . The 
participation in each activity was measured as well as the enjoyment of the 
activity. Thus, analyses were made of the total respondents, grouped occupa-
tions (Professional, Manager and Laborer), and the three separate occupa-
tions of Professional Manager and Laborer for both,the nonfarm and farm 
samples . These occupations were compared with the participation and enjoy-
m ent measures of the eight water based outuoor recreation activities. 
A. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
R. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
c. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
+ 
TABLE 20 
RANK ORDER OF OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITIES BY 
GROUPED OCCUPATIONS+, BOTH PREFERRED AND 
ACTUAL ACTIVITIES. INCLUDES NONFARM AND 
FARM SAMPLE. 
Nonfarm Farm 
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If the individual had 3 additional A. If the individual had 3 additional 
hours of leisure time hours of leisure time 
Water activities 1. Water activities 
Sports 2. Equipment Sports 
Travel 3 . Travel 
Equipment Sports 4. Sports 
Yard activity 5. Yard activity 
If the inrlivirlual harl 3 arlrlit ional R. If the individual had 3 additional 
da~s of lei sure time da~s of leisure time 
Water act iviti es 1. Water activities 
Travel 2. Travel 
Sports 3. Equipment Sports 
Equipment Sports 4. Sports 
Yard activity 5. Yard activity 
Actual earticieation in activities c. Actual earticieation in activiti es 
Water activities 1. Water activities 
Travel Tie 2. Travel 
Sports 3. Equipment Sports 
Yard activity 4. Sports 
Equipment Sports 5. Yard activity 
Includes Professional, Manager and Laborer Categories. 
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TABLE 21 
RANK ORDER OF OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITIES BY 
OCCUPATION, OF PREFERRED LEISURE ACTIVITIES. 
INCLUDES NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLE. 
Nonfarm Farm 
A. Professional A. Professional 
(If the individual had 3 additional (If the ind ividual had 3 addit ional 
hours of lei sure time) hours of leisure time) 
1. Water activit ies 1. Equipment sports 
2. Sports 2. Water activity 
3. Travel 3. Sports Tie 
4. Equipment sports 4. Travel 
5 . Yard activity 5. Yard activity 
B. Manager B . Manager 
(If the individual had 3 additional (If the individual had 3 additional 
hours of leisure t ime) hours of leisure time) 
1. Water activities 1. Water activities 
2. Sports 2. Travel 
3. Travel 3. Sports Tie 
4. Yard activity 4. Equipment sports 
5. Equipment sports 5. Yard activity 
c. Laborer c. Laborer 
(If the individual had 3 additional (If t he individual had 3 additional 
hours of le isure time) hours of leisure time) 
1. Water activities 1. Water act ivities 
2. Sports 2. Equipment sports 
3. Travel 3. Travel 
4. Equipment sports 4. Sports 
5. Yard activity 5, Yard activity 
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TABLE 22 
RANK ORDER OF OUTDOOR RECREATION ACTIVITIES BY 
OCCUPATION, OF ACTUAL ACTIVITIES OVER ONE YEAR 
PERIOD. INCLUDES NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLE. 
Nonfarm Farm 
A. Professional A. Professional 
(Actual Partic ipation) (Actual Participation) 
1. Water activities 1. Water activities 
2. Travel 2. Travel 
3. Sports 3 . Equipment sports 
4 . Equipment sports 4. Sports 
5. Yard act ivity 5. Yard act ivity 
B. Manager B . Manager 
(Actual Participation) (Actual Participation) 
1. Water activities 1. Water activities 
2. Sports 2. Travel 
3. Equipment sports Tie 3. Sports 
4. Sports 4. Equipment sports 
5. Yard activity 5. Yard activity 
c. Laborer c . Laborer 
(Actual Participation) (Actual Participation) 
1. Water activities 1. Water activities 
2. Travel 2. Travel Tie 
3 . Sports 3. Equipment sports 
4. Yard activity 4. Sports 
5. Equipment sports 5. Yard activity 
84 
Therefore, three hypotheses were examined in this phase of the 
analysis . These considered the participation r ates of the three separate 
occupational categories of the nonfarm sample. 1) "Nonfarm Professionals 
will have high participation r ates in outdoor recreation activities." 2. "Non-
farm Managers will have high participation rates in outdoor recreation activi-
ties. " 3. "Nonfarm Laborers will have low participation rates in outdoor 
recreation activities ." 
These hypotheses were defined operationally previously. That is, in 
order for tbe Professional and Manager hypotheses to be supported , a mean 
score of less than 3 was necessary for a "high" participation rate. The 
Laborer category needed to have a mean score of more than 3 for a "low" 
participation rate . 
ln addition , in order to obtain a "high" or "low" rating, the respon-
dents needed to score less than 3 or more than 3 in at least four of the eight 
activities measured in order to be considered a "high" or "low" participant. 
Although these three hypotheses were tested , measures and analyses 
were made for the same occupational breakdown for the farm sample, as we ll 
as analyses were made on levels of enjoyment for both samples. Thus each 
activity per se and level of enjoyment was a separate item to be analyzed. 
The results of the comprehensive analysis are shown in Tables 23-38. 
Statistically significant differences were found between the mean 
scores for the nonfarm sample in fishing, camping, and ~htseeing partici-
pation, and in sightseeing level of enjoyment. The farm breakdown was 
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TABLE 23 
PARTICIPATION IN A FISIDNG ACTIVITY OVER A ONE YEAR 
PERIOD BY TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPA-
TIONS, AND OCCUPATION, WITH ! =WEEKLY PARTICI-
PATION AND 5=NO PARTICIPATION. INCLUDES 
NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total R espondents 
Nonfarm (210) 
Farm (97) 
Grouped Occupations 
Nonfarm (139) 
Farm (77) 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional (43) 
Mru1ager (29) 
Laborer (67) 
++Farm 
Professional (17) 
Manager (30) 
Laborer (30) 
+ F = 4. 4 significant at the • 01 level. 
4.4 
3.5 
4.0 
3.5 
4.3 
3.4 
4.1 
3 . 4 
3 . 9 
3.1 
++ F = 1. 28 not significa11t at the . 05 level. 
2.7 
1.6 
2.6 
1.5 
2 . 9 
2.1 
2. 6 
1.1 
1.7 
1. 5 
86 
TABLE 24 
LEVEL OF ENJOYMENT OF THE FISIJING ACTIVITY BY THE 
TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPATIONS , 
AND OCCUPATION, WITH l =LEAST ENJOYMENT 
AND 5=MOST ENJOYMENT OF THE AC TIVITY. 
INCLUDES NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total Respondents 
Nonfarm 
Farm 
Grouped Occupations 
Nonfa rm 
Farm 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional 
Manage r 
Laborer 
++Farm 
Professional 
Manager 
Laborer 
3 . 8 
3 . 8 
3.9 
3 . 8 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
3.4 
3 . 9 
3 . 9 
+ F = 1. 0 not signifi cant at the • 05 level. 
++ F = 1. 0 not significant at the • 05 level. 
1.3 
1. 2 
1.2 
1. 2 
1.2 
1.3 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.3 
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TABLE 25 
PARTICIPATION IN A SWIMMING ACTIVITY OVER A ONE YEAR 
PERIOD BY TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPA-
TlONS , AND OCCUPATION, WITH l =WEEKLY PARTICI-
PATION AND 5=NO PARTICIPATION. INC LUDES 
NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Devia tion 
Total Respondents 
Nonfarm (146) 
Farm (59 ) 
Grouped Occupations 
Nonfarm (105) 
Farm (48) 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional (33) 
Manager (21) 
Laborer (51) 
++Farm 
Professional (13) 
Manager (15 ) 
Labor er (20) 
3.8 
4 . 4 
3 . 6 
4 . 4 
3.6 
3 . 5 
3.9 
4 . 0 
4.2 
4 .7 
+F = . 39 not significa nt a t the . 05 level. 
++ F = . 62 not significant at the . OS level. 
1.7 
1. 5 
1.7 
1.5 
1.6 
1.9 
1.6 
1.0 
1.7 
1. 7 
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TABLE 26 
LEVEL OF ENJOYMENT OF THE SWIMMING ACTIVITY BY THE 
TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPATIONS, 
AND OCCUPATION, WITH 1=LEAST ENJOYMENT 
AND 5=MOST ENJOYMENT OF THE ACTIVITY. 
INCLUDES NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total Respondents 
Nonlarm 
Farm 
Grouped Occupations 
Nonfarm 
Farm 
Occupation 
+Nonlarm 
Profe ssional 
Manager 
Laborer 
++Farm 
Professional 
Manager 
Labor er 
3.1 
2.5 
3.0 
2.5 
3.0 
2.4 
3.1 
2.4 
2.5 
2.7 
+ F = 2. 4 not s ignificant at the • 05 level. 
++ F = • 20 not significant at the • 05 level. 
1.4 
1.1 
1.3 
1.0 
1.3 
1.2 
1.4 
1.7 
1.0 
1.1 
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TABLE 27 
PARTICIPATION IN A HUNTING AC TIVITY OVER A ONE YEAR 
PERIOD BY TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPA-
TIONS, AND OCCUPATION , WITH l =WEEKLY PARTICI-
PATION AND 5=NO PARTICIPATION . INCLUDES 
NONFAR M AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total Respondents 
Nonfarm (89) 
Farm (65) 
Grouped Occupations 
Nonfarm (7 2) 
F a rm (51) 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional (26) 
Manager (17) 
Laborer (29) 
++Farm 
Professional (11) 
Manager (22) 
Laborer (18) 
3 . 6 
4 . 4 
3 . 6 
4 . 4 
3.2 
3 . 6 
3.9 
3 . 8 
4.9 
4.2 
+ F = . 75 not significant at the • 05 level. 
++ F = 1. 2 not signifi cant at the . 05 level. 
1. 8 
1. 6 
1.6 
1. 6 
1.6 
1.9 
1.8 
1. 8 
1. 2 
1.7 
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TABLE 28 
LEVEL OF ENJOYMENT OF THE HUNTING ACTIVITY BY THE 
TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPATIONS, 
AND OCCUPATION, WITH l=LEAST ENJOYMENT 
AND 5=MOST ENJOYMENT OF THE ACTIVITY. 
INCLUDES NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Total Res12ondents 
Nonfarm 3.6 1.4 
Farm 3.4 1.4 
Grou12ed Occu12ations 
Nonfarm 3.6 1.4 
Farm 3.4 1.3 
Occu12ation 
+Nonfarm 
----
Professional 4.0 1.0 
Manager 3.3 1.7 
Laborer 3.4 1.5 
++Farm 
Professional 3.6 1.4 
Manager 3.3 1.3 
Laborer 3.5 1.5 
+ F = 1. 2 not significant a t the • 05 level. 
++ F = • 09 not significant at the . 05 level. 
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TABLE 29 
PARTICIPATION IN A BOATING ACTIVITY OVER A ONE YEAR 
PERIOD BY TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPA-
TIONS, AND OCCUPATION, WITH 1=WEEKLY PARTICI-
PATION AND 5=NO PARTICIPA110N. INCLUDES 
NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total Respondents 
Nonfarm (160) 
Farm (85) 
Grouped Occupations 
Nonfarm (114) 
Farm (66) 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional (40) 
Manager (25) 
Laborer (49) 
++~ 
Professional (17) 
Manager (21) 
Laborer (28) 
3. 4 
3.6 
3.3 
3. 5 
3.3 
2.8 
3. 4 
3.5 
3.7 
3.3 
+ F = 1 . 3 not significant a t the . 05 l evel. 
++ F = . '15 not significant at the • 05 level. 
1.6 
1.6 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.5 
1.4 
1.1 
1. 8 
1. 8 
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TABLE 30 
LEVEL OF ENJOYMENT OF THE BOATING ACTIVITY BY THE 
TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPATIO S, 
AND OCCUPATION, WlTill=LEAST ENJOYMENT 
AND 5=MOST ENJOYMENT OF THE ACTIVITY. 
INCLUDES NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Tota l Respondents 
Nonfarm 
Farn1 
Grouped Occupations 
Nonfarm 
Farm 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional 
Manager 
Laborer 
++Farm 
Professional 
Manager 
Laborer 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3.8 
3 . 6 
3 . 9 
3 . 7 
3 . 8 
3.5 
3 . 8 
3 . 6 
+ F = • 85 not s ignificant at the • 05 l evel. 
++ F = . 13 not significant at the • 05 level. 
1.3 
1.3 
1.2 
1.3 
1.1 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.4 
1.2 
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TABLE 31 
PARTICIPATION IN A WATER SKIING AC'TIVITY OVER A ONE YEAR 
PERIOD BY TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPA-
TIONS, AND OCCUPATION, WITH l =WEEKLY PARTICI-
PATION AND 5=NO P AHTICIPATION. INCLUDES 
NONFARM AND FARM SAMP LES. 
Respondents 
Total Hespondents 
Nonfarm (78) 
Farm (38) 
Grouped Occupa tions 
No nfarm (65) 
Farm (32) 
Occupa tion 
+Nonfarm 
Professional (24) 
Manager (17) 
Laborer (24) 
++Farn1 
Professional ( 9) 
Manager (12) 
Laborer (11) 
Mean Scores 
3 . 8 
4.2 
3. 7 
4 . 2 
4. 1 
3. 2 
4.0 
4.1 
4.0 
4.5 
+ F = 1. 0 not significant a t the • 05 l evel. 
++ F = . 19 not significant at the • 05 l e vel. 
Standard Deviation 
1.8 
1.7 
1.7 
1.8 
1.7 
1. 8 
1.7 
1.6 
1. 8 
2. 0 
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TABLE 32 
LEVEL OF ENJOYMENT OF THE WATER SKIING ACTIVITY BY THE 
TOTAL RESPO DENTS, GROUP ED OCCUPATIONS, 
AND OCCUPATION, WITH 1=LEAST ENJOYMENT 
AND 5=MOST ENJOYMENT OF THE ACTIVITY. 
INCLUDES NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Res pondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total Respondents 
Nonfarm 
F arm 
Grouped Occupations 
Nonfa rm 
Farn1 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional 
Manager 
Laborer 
++Farn1 
Professional 
Manager 
Laborer 
3 . 7 
3.4 
3.G 
3 . 5 
3.5 
4.0 
3.5 
3.5 
3.2 
4.0 
+ F = . 50 not significant at the • 05 level. 
++ F = • 54 nol significant al the • 05 level. 
1.4 
1.3 
1.4 
1.1 
1.5 
1.2 
1.5 
1.2 
1.1 
1.3 
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TABLE 33 
PARTICIPATION IN A PICNICKING ACTIVITY OVER A ONE YEAR 
PEIUOD BY TOTAL R ESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPA-
TIONS, AND OCCUPATION, WITH 1=WEEKLY PARTICI-
P ATION AND 5=NO PARTICIPATION. INCLUDES 
NONFARM AND FARM SAMP LES. 
R espondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total Respondents 
Nonlarm (215) 
Farm (109) 
Grouped Occupa tions 
Nonlarm (140) 
Farm ( 84) 
Occupation 
+Nonlarm 
Professional (43 ) 
Manager (29) 
Laborer (68) 
++Farm 
Professional (22) 
Manager (27) 
Laborer (35) 
2.9 
3. 2 
2 . 7 
3.0 
2.7 
2 . 4 
2.8 
3 .1 
3 . 4 
2 . 8 
+ F = 2 . 4 not significant at the . 05 level. 
++ F = 2. 2 not significant at the • 05 level. 
1. 4 
1.5 
1.3 
1.4 
1.3 
1.3 
1. 4 
1.1 
1.6 
1.3 
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TABLE 34 
LEVEL OF ENJOYMENT OF THE PICNICKING ACTIVITY BY THE 
TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OC CUPATIONS, 
AND OCCUPATION, WITH l =LEAST ENJOYMENT 
AND 5=MOST ENJOYMENT OF THE ACTIVITY. 
INCLUDES NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total Respondents 
Nonfarm 
Farm 
Grouped Occupa tions 
Nonfarm 
Farm 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional 
Manager 
Laborer 
++Farm 
Professional 
Manager 
Laborer 
3. 8 
3. 8 
3.9 
3.8 
3.7 
3 .9 
3 . 9 
4 . 2 
3.2 
4.0 
+ F = . 31 not significant at the • 05 level. 
++ F = 4. 4 s ignificant at the . 05 level. 
1.1 
1.2 
1.0 
1.1 
1.0 
1.2 
1.0 
1.0 
1.3 
1.0 
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TABLE 35 
PARTICIPATION IN A CAMPING ACTIVITY OVER A ONE YEAR 
PERIOD BY TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPA-
TIONS, AND OCCUPATION, WITH l =WEEKLY PARTICI-
PATION AND 5=NO PARTICIPATION. INCLUDES 
NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Tota Respondents 
Nonfarm (183) 
Farm ( 94) 
Grouped Occupations 
Nonfarm (126) 
Farm ( 76) 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional (42) 
Manager (27) 
Laborer (57) 
++Farm 
Professional (18) 
Manager (24) 
Laborer (34) 
+F = 2 . 8 significant at the • 05 level. 
3 . 1 
3 . 4 
2.9 
3 .4 
2.9 
3.0 
2.9 
3.1 
3.9 
3.1 
++ F = 1. 6 not s ignificant at the • 05 level. 
1.6 
1.6 
1. 5 
1. 5 
1.5 
1.3 
1.6 
1.4 
1.5 
1.5 
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TABLE 36 
LE VEL OF ENJOYMENT OF THE CAMPING ACTIVITY BY THE 
TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPATIONS, 
AND OCCUPATION, WI'TII !=LEAST ENJOYMENT 
AND 5=MOST ENJOYMENT OF THE ACTIVITY. 
INCLUDES NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores St andard Devia tion 
Total Respondents 
Nonlarm 
Farm 
Grouped Occupa tions 
Nonlarm 
Farm 
Occupation 
+Nonlarm 
Professional 
Manager 
Laborer 
Professional 
Manager 
Labor er 
4.0 
4. 1 
4 . 0 
4 .1 
4 .0 
4.0 
4 . 1 
4.1 
3.9 
4.4 
+ F = . 41 not significant at the . 05 level . 
++ F = 1. 1 not significant at the • 05 level. 
1. 2 
1.0 
1. 1 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.2 
1. 1 
1.0 
1. 0 
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TABLE 37 
PARTIC IPATION IN A SIGHTSEEING AC TIVITY OVER A ONE YEAR 
P ERIOD BY TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPA-
'110NS, AND OCCUPATION , WITH 1=WEEKLY PARTICI-
PATION AND 5=NO PARTICIPATION. INCLUDES 
NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total R espondents 
Nonfarm (2 26 ) 
Farm (119) 
Grouped Occupa tions 
Nonfarm (145) 
Farm ( 90) 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional (44) 
Manager (30) 
La borer (71) 
++Farm 
Profess ional (22 ) 
Manager (33) 
Laborer (35) 
+ F = 4. 0 significant at the • 01 level. 
2 .6 
3.0 
2 . 4 
2.9 
2.2 
2. 6 
2.4 
2.7 
3. 2 
2.7 
++ F = 1. 8 not significant a t the . 05 level. 
1.4 
1.5 
1. 3 
1.4 
1.1 
1.4 
1.3 
1. 4 
1.6 
1.1 
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TABLE 38 
LEVEL OF ENJOYMENT OF THE SIGHTSEEING ACTIVITY BY THE 
TOTAL RESPONDENTS, GROUPED OCCUPATIONS, 
AND OCCUPATION, WITH 1=LEAST ENJOYMENT 
AND 5=MOST ENJOYMENT OF THE ACTIVITY. 
INCLUDES NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Respondents Mean Scores Standard Deviation 
Total Respondents 
Nonfarm 
Farm 
Grouped Occupations 
Nonfarm 
Farm 
Occupation 
+Nonfarm 
Professional 
Manager 
Laborer 
++Farm 
Professional 
Manager 
Laborer 
+ F = 3. 4 significant at the . 05 level. 
++F = 5. 2 significant at the . 01level. 
4.0 
3.7 
3.9 
3.6 
3. 7 
4.1 
3.9 
4.1 
3 . 2 
3.7 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.2 
1.0 
1.1 
1.0 
1.3 
1.0 
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statistically s ignificant for only levels of enjoyment in picnicking and sight-
seeing. A discussion of these few differences and similari ties will be under-
taken in the next chapter . 
A rank ordering of the participation in the activities and the levels 
of enjoyment are given in Tables 39-43. The results of Table 39 show for 
all respondents of the two samples, the nonfarm participated in sightseeing 
the most, and found the highest enjoyment levels there, while fishing least 
and enjoying swimming the least. The farm respondents also participated 
most in sightseeing, while ranking enjoyment of camping the highest. They 
also both participated the least in swimming and enjoyed i t the leas t. 
When the P rofessional, Manager and Laborer occupations were 
grouped, the nonfarm group participated the most in sightseeing and enjoyed 
camping the most. Fishing was participated in the least and swimming was 
enjoyed the least . The farm group also parti cipated the most in sightseeing 
and enj oyed camping the most, while participating the least in swimming and 
hunting, and enjoyed swimming the least. The results are shown in Table 40. 
When examined by specific occupation, the nonfarm Professional 
participated the most in sightseeing and enjoyed hunting the most , while 
fi shing the least and enjoying swimming the least. The farm Professional 
category participated the most in s ightseeing and enjoyed picnicking the 
most, but spent less time in waterskiing , and enjoyed swimming the least . 
These results are shown in Table 41. 
TABLE 39 
RANK ORDER OF PARTICIPATION IN RESERVOIR RELATED RECREATION 
ACTIVITIES AND ACTIVITY ENJOYMENT BY ALL RESPONDENTS, 
INCLUDING NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Nonfarm SamJ2le Farm Samele 
Activity* Mean Rank Enjoyment** Mean Rank Activity* Mean Rank Enjoyment* * Mean Rank 
Sightseeing 2.6 1 Sightseeing 4.0 1 Sightseeing 4 .0 1 Camping 4.1 1 
Picnicking 2. 9 2 Camping 4 .0 1 Camping 4.0 1 Fishing 3.8 2 
Camping 3.1 3 Picnicking 3.8 2 Picnicking 3.8 2 Picnicking 3 . 8 2 
Boating 3.4 4 Fishing 3.8 2 Fishing 3.8 2 Sightseeing 3 . 7 3 
Hw1ting 3.6 5 Boating 3 . 7 3 Boating 3.7 3 Boating 3.6 4 
Water Water Water 
Skiing 3.8 6 Skiing 3. 7 3 Skiing 3 . 7 3 Hunting 3. 4 5 
Swimming 3.8 6 HWlting 3 . 6 4 Hunting 3.6 4 Water 
Skiing 3.4 5 
Fishing 4. 4 7 Swimming 3.1 5 Swimming 3.1 5 Swimming 2. 5 6 
*1; most activity , 5; least activity. 
**1; least enjoyment, 5; most enjoyment. 
,_. 
0 
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TABLE 40 
RANK ORDER OF PARTICIPATION IN RESERVOIR RELATED RECREATION 
ACTIVITIES AND ACTIVITY ENJOYMENT BY GROUPED OCCUPATIONS,a 
INCLUDING NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Nonfarm Farm Sam£lle 
Activity* Mean Rank Enjoyment** Mean Rank Activity* Mean Rank Enjoyment** Mean Rank 
Sightseeing 2. 4 1 Camping 4.0 1 Sightseeing 2.9 1 Camping 4.1 1 
Picnicking 2.7 2 Sightseeing 3 .9 2 Picnicking 3.0 2 Fishing 3. 8 2 
Camping 2. 9 3 Picnicking 3.9 2 Camping 3 . 4 3 Picnicking 3.8 2 
Boating 3 . 3 4 Fishing 3.9 2 Boating 3 . 5 4 Sightseeing 3.6 3 
Hunting 3 . 6 5 Boating 3.8 3 Fishing 3 . 5 4 Boating 3.6 3 
Water Water Water 
Swimming 3 . 6 5 Skiing 3.6 4 Skiing 4.2 5 Skiing 3 . 5 4 
Water 
Skiing 3.7 6 Hunting 3 .6 4 Swimming 4 . 4 6 Huntinh 3 . 4 5 
Fishing 4. 0 7 Swimming 3 . 0 5 Hunting 4.4 6 Swimming 2.5 6 
aincludes Professional , Manager and Labor Categories. 
*1 = most activity , 5 =least activity. 
>-" 
0 
**1 =least enjoyment, 5 =most enjoyment. w 
TABLE 41 
RANK ORDER OF PARTICIPATION IN RESERVOIR RELATED R ECREATION 
ACTIVITIES AND ACTIVITY ENJOYMENT BY PROFESSIONALS, 
INCLUDING NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Nonfarm SamEle Farm SamEle 
Activity* Mea n Rank Enjoyme nt** Mean Rank Activity* Mean R ank E njoyment** Mean Rank 
Sightseeing 2.2 1 Hunting 4 . 0 1 Sightseeing 2 .7 1 Pi cnicking 4.2 1 
Picnicking 2. 7 2 Camping 4.0 1 Camping 3.1 2 Camping 4.1 2 
Camping 2.9 3 Boating 3 .9 2 Picni cking 3 . 1 2 Sightseeing 4.1 2 
Hunting 3 . 2 4 F ishing 3 . 8 3 Fishing 3.4 3 Hunting 3 . 6 3 
Boating 3.3 5 P icnicking 3.7 4 Boating 3 . 5 4 Boating 3.5 4 
Water 
Swimming 3. 6 6 Sightseeing 3 .7 4 Hunting 3.8 5 Skiing 3. 5 4 
Water Water 
Skiing 4.1 7 Skiing 3 .5 5 Swimming 4 . 0 6 Fishing 3. 4 5 
Water 
Fishing 4. 3 8 Swimming 3 .0 6 Skiing 4 . 1 7 Swimming 2. 4 6 
*1 = most activity , 5 =least acti vity . 
..... 
0 
**1 = least enj oyment , 5 = most enjoyment. 
"'" 
TABLE 42 
RANK ORDER OF PARTICIPATION IN RESERVOIR RELATED RECREATION 
ACTIVITIES AND ACTIVITY ENJOYMENT BY MANAGERS , 
INCLUDING NONFARM AND FARM SAMP LES. 
Nonfarm Sam~le Farm Sam~le 
Activity* Mean R a nk Enjoyment** Mean Rank Activity* Mean Rank Enjoyment** Mean Rank 
Picnicking 2.4 1 Sightseeing 4.1 1 Sightseeing 3. 2 1 F i shing 3 . 9 1 
Sightseeing 2.6 2 Camping 4.0 2 Picnicking 3.4 2 Ca mping 3 . 9 
Water 
Boating 2.8 3 Skiing 4.0 2 Boating 3.7 3 Boating 3 . 8 2 
Camping 3.0 4 Fishing 3.9 3 Fishing 3 . 9 4 Hunting 3 . 3 3 
Water 
Skiing 3 . 2 5 Picnicking 3.9 3 Camping 3 . 9 4 Picnicking 3.2 4 
Water Water 
F ishing 3.4 6 Boating 3 .7 4 Skiing 4.0 5 Skiing 3 .2 4 
Swimming 3.5 7 Hunting 3.3 5 Swimming 4.2 6 Sightseeing 3.2 4 
Hunting 3.6 8 Swimming 2.4 6 Hunting 4.9 7 Swimming 2. 5 5 
*1 ~most activity, 5 ~least activity . 
..... 
** 1 ~least enjoyment , 5 ~most enjoyment. 0 <n 
TABLE 43 
RANK ORDER OF PARTICIPATION IN RESER VOffi R ELATE D RECREATION 
AC TIVITIES AND AC TIVITY ENJOYMENT BY LABORERS, 
INCLUDING NONFARM AND FARM SAMPLES. 
Nonfarm Samf!le Farm SamEle 
- ---
Activity* Mean Rank Enjoyment** Mean Rank Activity* Mea n Rank Enjoyment** Mean Rank 
Sightseeing 2.4 1 Camping 4.1 1 Sightseeing 2.7 1 Camping 4. 4 1 
Water 
Picnicking 2. 8 2 Fishing 4. 0 2 Picnicking 2. 8 2 Skiing 4. 0 2 
Camping 2.9 3 Sightseeing 3.9 3 Camping 3.1 3 Picnicking 4. 0 2 
Boating 3 . 4 4 Picnicking 3.9 3 Fishing 3 . 1 3 Sightseeing 3.9 3 
Hunting 3 . 9 5 Boating 3.8 4 Boating 3 . 3 4 F ishing 3. 9 3 
Water 
Swimming 3.9 5 Skiing 3.5 5 Hunting 4 .2 5 Boating 3.6 4 
Water Water 
Skiing 4.0 6 Hunting 3 . 4 6 Skiing 4 .5 6 Hunting 3. 5 5 
Fishing 4.1 7 Swimming 3 . 1 7 Swimming 4 . 7 7 Swimming 2. 7 6 
*1 = most activity , 5 = least activity. .... 
0 
** 1 =least enjoyment, 5 =most enjoyment. 0> 
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The nonfarm Managers parti cipated the most in picnicking and 
enjoyed sightseeing the most, while hunting least and enjoying swimming the 
least. The farm Managers participated the most in sightseeing and enjoyed 
fishing the most, while also hunting least and also enjoying swimming least. 
The results are shown in Table 42. 
In conclusion of this phase of the analysis, it was noted that the non-
farm Laborer participated in sightseeing the most and enjoyed camping the 
greatest, while participating least in fishing and enjoying swimming the least. 
The farm Laborers also participated most in sightseeing and enjoyed camping 
the greatest, and spent less tim e swimming and also enjoyed it least. These 
results are shown in Table 43. 
Of particular interest at this point i ~ the overwhelming participation 
by all categories in sightseeing, camping and picnicking , with high enjoyment 
in camping and fishing, and unanimous least enjoyment in swimming. 
Ther efore, in terms of hypotheses testing, the r esnlts are shown in 
the three previous tables. That is, U1e results in Table 41 show that the non-
farm Professional obtained a mean score of less than 3 in three of the eight 
meas ured activities. In order for the hypothesis to be supported, the score 
of less than 3 should have been obtained in four of the eight activities. There-
fore , the hypothesis "Nonfarm Professionals willl:lave high participation rates 
in outdoor recreation a ctivities" was not supported. 
The results of Table 42 show that the nonfarm Managers a lso obtained 
mean scores of less than 3 in three of the eight measured activities . Therefore, 
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the hypothesis "Nonfarm Managers will have high participation rates in out-
door recreation activities" was not supported . 
The results of measurements of the nonfarm Laborer activity are 
shown in Table 43. That is, the nonfarm Labor er scored more than 3 in 
fi vo of tho eight measured outdoor recreation activities. Thus the hypothesi s 
"Nonfarm Laborers will have low participation rates in outdoor recreation 
activities" was supported. 
It does seem important to note however, that the activity of the Pro-
fessional and Manager categories obtained "near" support of the hypotheses 
tested . In addition, the farm Professional, Manager and Laborer groups 
scored much lower overall in partic'ipation than the nonfarm sample. Further 
discussion wi ll be considered in the following chapter . 
Findings of Factor Analysis of the Water Based Outdoor 
Recreation Activities and Levels of Enjoyment 
Because of the spread of activities and correlations at the various 
reservoirs, a factor analysis was made of the nonfarm and farm samples. 
The overall purpose of the factor analysis was to analyze various correlations, 
in an attempt to determine commonalities in the two sampl es at all reservoirs. 
The specific purpose of this phase of the analysis was to provide insight in the 
overall activity and enjoyment of outdoor recreation activities by the two· 
samples, rather than relate specifically to the hypotheses previously tested. 
109 
The results are shown in Tables 44-47. As noted in Table 44, the 
participation by nonfarm respondents show that the highes t factor loadings 
centered in two main areas. First was the identification of Factor 1, which 
shows Waterskiing, Boating and Swimming to have the highest weightings , all 
three which can be described as Activities on the Water. Secondly, Factor 2 
shows three highest weightings for Camping, Picnicking and a tie for Fishing 
and Sightseeing, which can be described as Activities by the Water. Thus 
the nonfarm respondents' activities tend to cluster into these two main, broad 
areas . 
TABLE 44 
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF PARTICIPATION IN RESERVOIR 
RELATED ACTIVITIES BY THE NONFARM SAMPLE 
Fishing 
Swimming 
Hunting 
Boating 
Waterskiing 
Picnicking 
Camping 
Sightseeing 
*Highest weightings. 
Factor Loading 
Activities on the Water 
Factor 1 
.39 
. 70 * 
. 34 
• 72* 
. 93 * 
.48 
.24 
.12 
Activities by the Water . 
Factor 2 
. 67* 
. 40 
.36 
.35 
. 11 
. 77* 
• 91 * 
• 67• 
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Similar findings are noted for the farm sample, as noted in Table 45. 
That is, weightings in Factor 1 are highest for Waterskiing, Swimming, and 
Boating again Activities on the Water. Factor 2 weightings are highest for 
Camping, Fishing and Picnicking, or Activities by the Water. A third factor , 
Factor 3, emerged with identification of a single highest factor, Hunting. 
The farm sample then tends to cluster on the two main areas, a s well as an 
addition cluster of hunting. 
TABLE 45 
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF PARTICIPATION IN RESERVOIR 
RELATED ACTIVITIES BY THE FARM SAMPLE 
Factor Loading 
Activities on the Water Activities by the Water 
Factor 1 Factor 2 
Fishing . 11 .84* 
Swimming . 87* .14 
Hunting .15 .10 
Boating . 83* .51 
Waterskiing . 89* .04 
Picnicking .35 . 55* 
Camping . 07 . 98* 
Sightseeing . 21 .20 
*llighest weightings. 
Hunting 
Factor 3 
. 19 
. 30 
. 79* 
. 08 
• 23 
.10 
.15 
• 52 
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Additional analysis was made concerning the levels of enjoyment at 
the reservoirs. As shown in Table 46, Factor 1 for the nonfarm sample 
level of enjoyment clusters on Camping, Picnicking and Hunting , or Activi-
ties by the Water. Factor 2 emerged with highest loadings for Waterskiing, 
Boating and Swimming, or Activities on the Water . A third factor emerged 
with an high loading of Sightseeing. Thus two broad clusters stand out, with 
identification of a third, sightseeing for the nonfarm levels of enjoyment. 
TABLE 46 
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ENJOYMENT OF RESERVOIR RELATED 
ACTIVITIES BY THE NONFARM SAMPLE 
Fishing 
Swim1ning 
Hunting 
Boating 
Waterskiing 
Picnicking 
Camping 
Slghl~eeing 
Activities by the Water 
Factor 1 
.40 
- .02 
. 41* 
.19 
. 05 
.55* 
• 85* 
.00 
*Ilighest weightings. 
Factor Loading 
Activities on the Water 
Factor 2 
. 03 
. 63* 
. 28 
. 64* 
• 87* 
.16 
. 00 
- . 05 
Sightseeing 
Factor 3 
- .OG 
-.14 
- . 19 
. 31 
-.03 
.38 
.49 
. 71* 
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The farm sample clustering for levels of enjoyment are identified in 
Table 17. Factor 1 showed highest weightings for 'Mtterskling and Boating, 
for Activities on the Water . Factor 2 shows highest weightings for Camping, 
Picnicking :md Fishing or Activities by the Water . A third factor, Hunting 
again emerged for the farm sample. 
TABLE 4 7 
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ENJOYME NT OF RESERVOIR RELATED 
ACTIVITIES BY THE FARM SAMPLE 
Fishing 
Swimming 
Btmting 
Boating 
Waterskiing 
P i cnicking 
Camping 
Sightseehlg 
Activities on the Water 
Factor 1 
-. 80 
.32 
- . 01 
. 59* 
. 89* 
.08 
-.08 
. 18 
*Hig hest weightings. 
Factor Loading 
Activities by the Water 
Factor 2 
. 52* 
-.28 
. 19 
. 23 
- . 02 
. 75* 
.93* 
- . 26 
Hw1ting 
Factor 3 
. 09 
-.48 
.97* 
.20 
.20 
• 01 
.27 
. 3 1 
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Thus in terms of overall participation by both samples, the activities 
on the water of waterskiing, swimming and boating emerge. A second factor 
of activities by the water of camping, fishing, picnicking and sightseeing was 
obtained. 
ln terms of factor analyses of enjoyment of activities , the same 
factors of "on the water" and "by the water" plus sightseeing and hunting 
e m erged. Considerations and discussion of these and previous findings will 
follow in Chapter V. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
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The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the previous findings in a 
more conclusive detail . This will involve consideration of specific hypotheses 
tested, as we ll as the implications of the elaboration process that accompanied 
working with the data . 
This study included data analyses of two independent samples, 
referred to previously as nonfarm and farm sample. The nonfarm sample 
consisted of respondents who were engaged in various occupations, including 
those of Professionals, Managers and Laborers. The farm sample , on the 
other hand, consisted of individuals who were part and full-time farmers 
or farm managers and/or who also held full -time occupations of Profes-
s ionals , Managers and Laborers. Thus the intent was to use two indepen-
dent samples of 250 respondents from the nonfarm sample and 128 respon-
dents from the farm sample and assess the similarities as well as differ-
ences from an occupational perspective. This was accomplished by analyses 
of all respondents from both samples, by considering the three occupations of 
Professionals, Managers and Laborers together, as well as separately. 
!. The first section of the analyses began by examination of the 
leisure orientations of the nonfarm and farm samples. A respondent's leisure 
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orientation was assessed by the use of a leisure orientation scale. The 
scale responses ranged from 6 to 30 . A score of 6 indicated a definite 
orientation or preference for work, while a score of 30 indicated a definite 
orientation or preference for leisure. 
~lean scores for the nonfarm and farm samples were calculated 
and analyzed . The first hypothesis was found to be supported . That is, 
the nonfarm sample held a higher leisure orientation of 20. 6, while the 
farm sample leisure orientation was lower with a mean score of 18. 6. 
Thus the nonfarm sample was fo uJld to be more leisure oriented than the 
farm sample. When the scores of the three occupational groups of Profes-
sionals, Managers and Laborers were examined, the trend also held. The 
three nonfarm occupational groups had a mean score of 20. 9, while the 
three farm occupational groups had a mean score of 18. 5. 
Following these comparisons, specific occupations were examined . 
The Laborer group had the highest le isure orientation for each sample, with · 
the nonfarm Laborer mean score of 19. 6. Professionals in both samples were 
second highest in terms of leisure orientation. The nonfarm Professional 
mean score was 20.6 and the farm Professional mean score was 19.1. The 
lowest scores were fo und to be those of the Managers of both samples. The 
nonfarm Managers ' mean score was 20.3 and the fa'rm Manager leisure 
orientation mean score was 17, 1. The nonfarm occupations were not fo und 
to have sta tistically signifi cant differences . However, the farm occupations 
were found to have statistically significant differences . 
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Thus, the nonfarm sample and grouped occupations had the higher 
leisure orientation than the farm sample and grouped occupations. By 
occupation, in both samples, the Laborer group was highest, followed by 
Professionals and last by Managers . 
An important confirmation of Berger's (1962) theoretical views of 
leisure seems to emerge at this point. Although statistically significant 
differences were found a m ong the Professional, Manager and Laborer respon-
dents of the farm sample , the question of whether subs tantative difference 
exists needs to be addressed. The differences between means of l eisure 
or ientations for the specific occupational breakdown or by total respondents 
of the two samples ranges from a few tenths of a point to just over a 2 point 
uiffcrence . 
Thus, even though statistically significant differences were found, 
actual differences between the leisure orientation of respondents were very 
small, with most scoring quite similarly. No large differences existed 
between specific occupational groups, or between nonfarm and farm respon-
dents. Similar results were also found in the Andrews , Madsen and Dunaway 
(1973) study and in Dierker's (1977) work. 
Thus , the curre nt empirical finding seems to substantiate Berger's 
(1962) theoretical views of leisure, cited in Chapter I. That is, the value 
of leisure in the lives of Utah respondents seems to be fairly close and uniform, 
or "normative" as Berger felt. That is, somewhat universal and pervasive. 
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Leisure in fact seems to be fairly highly va lued by all respondents, regar d-
less of occupational differences. 
Along with the foregoing analysis, the r e sults of hypothetical and 
actual recreation activity situations were examined. Respondents of both 
samples were queried concerning interests in outdoor recreation a ctivities 
if: 1) they had 3 hours of additional leisure time daily; 2) if they had 3 con-
secutive days of leis ure and 3) what outdoor recreation act ivity they actually 
parti cipated in, over a one year pe riod. 
No specific hypotheses were examined for these situations, rather 
this portion was conduc ted because of additional insight it potentially could 
provide in terms of understanding the actual activities of the two samples 
and s pecifi cally the activities of the three occupational groups of Professionals, 
l\lanagers and Laborers . 
In terms of r e creation preferences and acti vities , overall interest 
centered on five areas: 1) sports (baseball, etc.), 2) water r ela ted activities 
(swimming, fishing, e tc. ), 3) equipment sports (snowmobiling, motor bike 
riding, etc. ), 4) travel (by automobile, sightseeing, etc.), and 5) yard activi-
ties (recreation at home with family) . 
Respondents of the nonfarm and farm sample preferred water related 
ac tivities if 3 hours of additional leisure time were available. The lowest 
preference was for yard activity for both samples, but much lower for the 
farm sample . 
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When the three major occupations were grouped, the nonfarm and 
farm t·cspondents preferred water activiti(' s. The lowest preference hy the 
two sample s was for yard activities . 
When specific occupations were examined, the following conclusions 
were found: 
1. The nonfarm Professional preferred water activity first with 
sports being second. The farm Professional prefer red equipment sports 
first and water acti vities for second choi ce . 
2 . The nonfarm Managers preferred water activity first and sports 
second. The farm Manager sample preferred water activity first a nd travel 
second. 
3 . The Laborer group from the nonfarm sample preferred water 
activity fir st and sports a s second preference. The farm Laborer sample 
pr eferred water activity first and equipment s ports second . 
Thus , in terms of preference in outdoor recreation activities, the 
nonf arm group for all three occupational categories preferred water activi-
ties fir s t and sports second of five major areas. The farm sample for a ll 
three occupat ional categories preferred a mix of equipment s ports , water 
activities and travel of the fi ve areas considered. 
When the hypothetical situation was considered of having 3 consecu-
tive days off in a row, the overall preference for both samples for all respon-
dents, grouped occupations and specific occupations was water activities and 
trave l. 
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The next phase of analysis examined the actual parti cipation in the 
five identified recreation areas, covering a one year period. 
1. The nonfarm Professional was most active in water ac livity and 
second most in travel. The farm Profes sional was most active in water 
activity and second most active in travel. 
2. The nonfarm Manager most often participated in water activity 
and second most in sports . The farm Manager was most active in water 
ac tivity and second most in travel. 
3. The nonfarm Laborers participated most in water activity and 
second most in travel . On the other hand , the farm Laborer respondents 
participated most in water activity and second most in both equipment sports 
and travel. Significant statistical differences were found between the Profes-
sionals, Managers and Laborers of the farm sample, but not between the 
categories of the nonfarm sample . 
Another important possib le theoretical confirmation of work and lei-
sure issues surfaced in this phase of the analyses. The nonfarm sample 
respondents had fairly high participation in recreation at home, or yard 
activity. The farm sample, on the other hand, had fairly high participation 
in equipme nt sports and travel activities . 
Wilensky (1960) maintained that the nature of occupations in general 
may produce "spill-over" effects on non - work leisure time activities. Thus 
the job situation could possibly "carry-over" or result in similar leisure time 
uses as the job itself. This theoretical view may have some empirical support 
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from the current research effort. That is, the nonfarm respondents seem 
to hold a less active view of leisure by recreating in the yard , at home. 
On the other band, the farm respondents in general , with either 
part or full-time farming influences, involves the use of mechanical equip-
ment at work and a more "user" orientation toward natural resources 
(Andrews , Madsen and Dunaway 1973) . Thus the "spill-over" effect identified 
by Wilensky (1960) seems to be present with the fairly high participation in 
eqttipment sports and travel activities by the farm respondents. An additional 
confirmation in this area will be discussed in the consideration of the factor 
analysi s findings. 
II. The second section of the analysis provided a more indepth view 
of the three specific occupational categories and their relationship with water-
based outdoor recreation participation. The recreation activities examined 
were fishing, swimming, waterfowl hunting, boating, waterskiing, picnicking, 
camping and sightseeing. Since the preference for additional activities, and · 
ac tual activities participated in , were overwhelmingly water related recrea-
tion activities , the elaboration of this area was both necessary and logical. 
Three hypotheses were tested concerning the rates of participation 
for the Professional, Manager and Laborer respondents of the nonfarm sample 
for the fishing through sightseeing activities . Of tlie analysis made in this 
area and activities examined, the following results were obtained . 
1. The nonfarm Professionals and Managers were not found to have 
"high" participation rates. This was defined operationally as needing a mean 
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activity index score of less than 3 . 0 for four of the e ight activities analyzed . 
Thus the hypotheses that the nonfarm Professionals and Managers would have 
high participation rates was not supported. However, the nonfarm Laborer 
was found to have "low" participation rates. This was defined operationally 
as needing a mean activity index score of more than 3. 0 for four of the eight 
activities analyzed. Thus the hypothe sis that the nonfarm Laborers would 
have low participation rates was supported. 
It is necessary to note a limitation of this particular finding. The 
measures for participation ratings in the eight outdoor recreation activities 
were made from the 1-5 activity index response categories as explained in 
Chapter III. That is, the mean responses were more an index of activity 
than an actual measure of exact number of times participated in a specific 
outdoor recreation activity. 
2 . For the nonfarm sample , there was found to be statistically 
significant differences between Professional , Manager and Laborer respon-· 
dents in activities of fishing , camping and sightseeing. 
3. For the farm sample, there was not found to be statistically 
significant differences between the Professional , Manager and Laborer 
respondents in participation in various activities. Thus, the overall out-
door recreation participation appears to be more liomogeneous for the farm 
occupational groups than that of the nonfarm occupational subsamples. 
4 . For the nonfarm sample, there was found to be statisti cally 
significant dHferences between Professional, Manager and Laborer 
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respondents with respect to the enjoyment of the s ightseeing activity. 
5. For the farm sample, there was found to be statistically 
significant differences between Professional , Manager and Laborer respon-
dents with r espect to the enjoyment of picnicking and sightseeing activities. 
Overall, the Professionals, Managers and Laborers for both the 
nonfarm and farm samples participated the most in the following activities: 
Nonfarm Activity Farm Activity 
Professional Sightseeing Professional Sightseeing 
Manager Picnicking Manager Sightseeing 
Laborer Sightseeing Laborer Sightseeing 
The most enjoyed activities were : 
Nonfarm Enjolment Farm Enjolment 
Professional Hunting Professional Picnicking 
Manager Sightseeing Manager Fishing 
Laborer Camping Laborer Camping 
Of interest in both the analysis of activity participation and enjoy-
ment, both nonfarm and farm Professionals, Managers and Laborers partici-
pated least in swimming and rated swimming as the least enjoyed activity. 
III. The third section of the analysis went one step beyond the pre-
vious section. That is, having identified the various water based outdoor 
recreation participation rates and ranking for each occupational level for 
both nonfarm and farm samples, efforts were then made to first determine 
if or what activities and enjoyment levels correlated 1vith which res ervoirs 
of the Weber Basin Project. 
Thus correlations were identified with each reservoir , and centered 
on s omewhat re lated activities . The next logical step was then to conduct a 
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factor analysis on this area. That is, an examination was made of the total 
correlations, to ascertain if any commonaliti es existed with reference to 
actual activities and levels of enjoyment by both the nonfarm and farm sample. 
The nonfarm sample clusters were located on two fairly distinct 
areas, when activities at reservoirs were considered. That is, water-
skiing, boating and swimming had highest weighting in one factor, or could 
be grouped as activities on the water . A second factor was found, with 
camping, picnicking, fishing and sightseeing clustered or grouped as activity 
by the water. 
The farm sample procedur es were undertaken, with one factor 
identifying waterskiing, swimming and boating or activities on the water, 
in terms of actual activities tmdertaken. A second factor emerged with 
camping, fishing and picnicking or activities by the water. A third factor 
surfaced, with the highest weighting being hunting, in addition to the other 
two main groups. 
The fac tor analysis for enjoyment levels was also undertaken. The 
nonfarm loadings for enjoyment levels clustered on camping, picnicking and 
hunting or activities by the water. This was followed by a second factor of 
waterskiing , boating and swimming or activities on the water . A third factor 
surfaced with a high weighting, which was sightseeing. 
The levels of enjoyment for the farm sample identified one factor with 
enjoyment in waterskiing and boating for activities on the water. A second 
factor was found with highest weightings on mmping , picnicking and fishing 
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or activities by the water. A third factor , hunting was also identified by the 
farm sample . 
The separate high loading of enjoyment of sightseeing by the non-
farm sample and of hunting by the farm sample warrants further considera-
tion at tllis point. 
A somewhat related finding surfaced earlier in the analyses . That 
is, the nonfarm sample enjoyed recreation activi ties at home, in addition to 
other recreation activities . The farm sample respondents had high participa-
tion in equipment sports and travel activities, and almost no participation in 
recr eation at home . This was attributed to possible "spill-over" aspects 
of the overall differences between the two samples, the nonfarm and farm 
in11uences. 
The factor analysis previously noted suggests that the separate high 
loading for sightseeing by the nonfarm sample may indicate the more passive , 
less physical, approach to recreation . On the other hand, the high loading 
for hunting by the farm sample and activity in equipment sports noted earlier, 
seems to suggest the "spill-over" effect in the participation of recreation 
activities. 
Conclusions 
The overall research effo rts in thi s s tudy have brought to surface 
several interesting and pertinent observations concerning different occupa-
tional categories and orientation of leisure , as well as participation in 
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outdoor recreation activities and the enjoyment of such activities. The 
emphasis and attempt of the study has been to show the similarity as well as 
clifferences between Professional, Manager and Laborer respondents of the 
two samples with respect to leisure orientation, participation and enjoyment 
of outdoor recreation activities. 
One initial insight gained is confirmation of finclings of other research 
cited earlier, concerning the nonfarm respondents having higher leisure orien-
ta tions than the farm respondents . In adclition , the fact that the Laborer 
respondents from both samples had the highest orientations for their partic-
ular sample may suggest that the make-up of their occupations could lend 
more toward leisure time activities. Owens (1970) found the Professionals 
to have high leisure orientations, with Managers and Laborers lower . It is 
important to note again however, that all three occupational groups in this 
current research had fair ly close leisure orientations, in both nonfarm and 
farm samples. This again s uggests an empirical confirmation of Berger's 
(1960) views that leisure needs to be considered in a normative context , with 
leisure being fair ly impor tant in the lives of all individuals. Thus it is the 
similarity of the leisure orientations that seems to be important in the current 
research effo rt. 
A cross check was used by examining the .hours of leisure time avail-
able by each occupational s ubgroup for a typical work day . This did not add 
particular insight with respect to leis ure orientation, with the exception that 
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the respondents of the nonfarm sample bad more hours of leisure time avail-
able than the r espondents of the farm sample . 
The fact, however, that Laborers wer e more leisure oriented than 
Professionals may be confirmation of Or zack's (1959) pioneering wor ks on 
the role of wor k in the lives of professionals. He found that work was in 
fact a "central life interest" for the professionais he studied. Thus the 
Laborer s may va lue work less, as Dubin (1956) found, and therefore vaiue 
leisure more . The Professionals, on the other hand , may find work more 
satisfying and leisure less so. 
The respondents, regardless of sample or occupation, preferred 
and participated most in water based outdoor recrea tion, by an overwhelming 
percentage . The nonfarm sample also s howed a higher preference than the 
farm sample for recreation activity in the yard or a t home . This could be 
a reflection of the common stereotype of an "urban" and "rural" distinction. 
This fact i s somewhat docum ented in this study due to a higher activity and 
expressed enjoyment by occupational categories for the farm sample for 
both equipment sports and travel activity . Thus the emphasis i s for very 
active, out and away activities. The nonfarm breakdown was less inclined 
in this direction, with some preferring recreation a t home . This seems to 
be the confi r mation noted earlier, of Wilensk')''s (1960) views that day- to-day 
work a ctivities can "spill - over" into the non-work area. 
With respe ct to the participation in water-based outdoor r ecreation 
activities, basic patterns emerged . Overall, it seems that there are possibly 
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more similarities than differences with respect to participation in water-
based outdoor recreation activities for the two samples. The nonfarm 
sample respondents are somewhat more heterogeneous in r ecreation pur-
suits than are their farm r espondent counterparts. Also there seems to be 
fairly close rates of participation for the P rofe ssional, Manager and Laborer 
r espondents for both samples, but the farm subgroup as a whole participated 
less . 
Another distinct finding was the low participation and enjoyment of 
swimnling by both samples and subgroups, farm and nonfarm. The data in 
the study were supplied by head of house, and thus swimming may not be 
participated in as much by the household heads as by the chi ldren. Obviously, 
it seems that swimming is just not a preferred or enjoyed outdoor recreation 
activity in the lives of these respondents. 
The picture that emerges in this study has been one of a participant 
who is very actively involved in water -based r ecreation activities and who 
experiences high enjoyment levels in such leisure time pursuits. In many 
activities, the participation and levels of enjoyment by various occupations 
have been identical. Thus emerging the influence of easy access to similar 
kinds of facilities and recreation areas by all groups, classes and masses. 
Another factor may be the interrelationships of activities that can take place 
when at a reservoir. A camping activity can quite easily involve fishing, 
swimming, boating, waterskiing, etc ., and may thus be somewhat difficult 
to distinguish . 
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For this very reason the correlation and factor analysis disclosed 
.vo main groupings of activities. One was a grouping of parti.cipation 
•ivities which were seen as taking place on the water and another group-
Tticipation of activities taking place 2_y the water . The same grouping 
,·ged for the enjoyment of the various activities. 
Of particular interest is the emergence of a third factor for both 
the nonfarm and farm samples, in addition to the enjoyment of activities on 
and by the water. 
The nonfarm sample also had high enjoyment for sightseeing, while 
the farm sample had high enjoyment for btmting. This would seem to tmder-
score the conclusion noted earlier of the difference between these two groups. 
The distinction again seems to be one of somewhat contrasting preference and 
life style. The nonfarm sample appears to be more passive in recreation 
than the farm sample, although they participate more. They enjoy recreation 
at home and also place high enjoyment on sightseeing at the reservoir. The 
farm sample on the other band does not enjoy recreation at home, but prefers 
equipment related spor ts activity and travel, and importantly, has high enjoy-
ment for hunting at the reservoir . 
Thus, tllis research effort has found differences as well as s imilarities 
between occupational subgroups of the nonfarm and' farm sample. There seems 
to be close similarity between the occupational subgroups in both samples with 
respect to leisure orientation and outdoor recreation activity. The differences 
that emerged are between the nonfarm and farm sample respondents. The 
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nonfarm respondents are more leisure oriented a nd participate more in out-
door recreati on, but are less active in their recreation than the farm r e spon-
dents. The farm respondents on the other hand are less leisure oriented , 
and participate less than the nonfarm respondents, but are more active 
physically in their approach to outdoor recreation. 
Consideration for Future Research 
Two considerations seem to be evident that should be present in 
future related research. One possible area needing more consideration is 
a more subjec tive analysis as to why water related activities seem to be so 
dominant in the lives of residents in Northern Utah. Of the multitude of activi-
ties available for recreation, the water-based activities take precedence . 
Thus probings into the more subjective reasonings and preferences might be 
useful to determine the reasons for such high interest. 
A second consideration for future research that would be beneficial · 
would be to replicate this study in an area where there was little or limited 
access to water-based recreation activities. This effort may help underscore 
the importance of access to facilities as an influence in what individuals want 
to do with their leisure time pursuits. 
Limitations of this Study 
Two limitations are noted \vith this study. The first limitation 
relates to the accessibility notion previously mentioned. That is, the ease 
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toward various forms of water-based recreation limits the generalization of 
this study. The Weber Basin Project offers good, close facilities which pro-
vide several forms of recreation simultaneously. Thus similar results may 
not be obtained with respect to occupation if these facilities were not as avail-
able. 
Second, due to the small size of the nonfarm and farm samples 
initially, a breakdown into sub-categories, such as occupation, may limit the 
representative nature of the sub-categories. 
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Schedule # ------------------------------ Date of Interview ---------------
Ci ty or Count y 
Sample Segment 
Interviewer 
WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT ON THE WEBER BASIN 
A POST AUDIT ANALYSIS 
A Project of t he Ins t itute for Social Science 
Resea rch on Natural Resources and 
the Cent er for Water Resour ces Research 
UTAH STATE UNIVE RS ITY 
Logan, Utah 
Re spondent ' s Name De ck Numbe r 
Schedule Number Address 
Name of Local Ar ea Sample Ar ea 
13 8 
WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT ON THE WEBER BASIN 
A POST AUDIT ANALYSIS 
I am with Utah State University which is conducting a study of water 
resource developments in this area. It is prima rily concerned with the public 
use of water resources including such things as home, farm and recreation uses. 
All the information received from you is stri c tly confidential. Your 
co operation will be greatly appreciated . 
1. How many years in total have you lived in either Weber, Davis, or Morgan 
Counties? ____ year s 
(8-9) 
2. Approximate ly how long have you lived in your present home? ____ years 
3. (USE CARD 1) Here is a list of several of the uses which have been 
made of the natural wate r reso urces within the Weber Basin Area. Please 
rank them in order of their importance. 
_o . NA CARD SHOWS: 
---
1. DNA 1. Irrigation Water for Agriculture 
---
2. DK 2. Indus trial Water Supply 
---
3. 1st 3. Household and Municipal Water 
---
4. 2nd Supply 
---
5. 3rd 4. Public water based Recreat ional Areas 6. 4th 
---
4. As we just mentioned, public recreational facilities are provided in water 
resource development projects . Who do you feel should pay the cos ts of 
ope ra tion and maintenance of these public recreational areas? (CARD 2) 
_ o. 
1. 
-2 . 
3. 
4. 
-5. 
=6. 7. 
=8. 
NA 
DK 
Only th e recreat ionists who use the areas, through their 
entrance fees o r user fees. 
All tax payers thro ugh their state taxes. 
All tax payers through their federal taxes. 
Combination of fees and state taxes 
Combination of fees and state taxes 
Combination of state and federal taxes 
All three--fees; state; and fede r al taxes 
5. IF RESPONDENT ANSWERED 114 ABOVE WITH EITHER A " 5", "6", or "8", ASK: 
\</hat sha r e or percentage of the costs do you feel user or ent rance 
fees should contribute? ______ % 
(12) 
2 
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PREFERRED LEISURE ACTIVITIES 
6. Given your present income and responsibilities, what outdoor recreat i onal 
activity would you most like to do if you had 3 hours of additional time? 
7. Now imagine fo r a moment that yo u had three days off in a row. Given 
y our present income and responsibilities, what outdoor recrea t ion 
activity would you like to do most during this addi tional time? 
8. We are also interested in what activities you actually engage in . Wh a t 
outdoor recreation activi t y do yo u participate in most during a whole 
year? Second mos t? 
l. 
2. 
ER BASED OUTDOO R RECREATION ACTIVITIES 
(CARD 3) Here i s a listing of several 
door recreation ac t ivities which are often 
ociated with t-vater r esources such as l akes or 
rvoirs. In this part of the interview we will 
uss several aspec ts of your par t icipation 
hese activities. Please look over the list 
d on Card 3-A. 
ave you eve r participa t e d in any of the 
ollowing activities? (CODE: O=NA, l=yes, 
r=no) 
rhis past 12 months which of the following 
responses best describe how often yo u ha ve 
>articipated in this wate r based activity? 
:usE CARD 3-B) 
1 = I have been go ing on a regular basis, 
i.e., about once a week or more during 
th e season. 
I have gone several times during the 
season, i.e., four, f i ve or six times. 
"' H <o 
:> Ho< 
'"""' U) 0"' 
"'"' H-.... ~~ 
~....l 
25 
26 
0 
z 
H 
H 
"' 
§ 
"' <H ~0 :r: H> C> 
'"""' :i :ij "' 0U) 0 0 
"'"' 
~ c:>Z 
HP< ZH c:> ;;;-.... 
"' 
H"' 
"'"' ~~ "' Ho "'H H (3:ij HH < <>< (/)....) ~ o<u ~V) 
49 73 25 49 
50 74 26 50 
"' HH <o 
:> 
c:>o< 
"'"' H U) 
"""' UP<H.._ 
· ~ ~ 
H«: 
P.. ....l 
73 
74 
(17-18) 
(19- 20 ) 
( 23-24) 
24 
25 
3 
4 
I have gone only a few times , i.e ., t wo 
or three times dur ing t he season. 
I have seldom gone, i.e, one t ime, 
during the season 
5 I ha ve not participated in 
this activity this past year 
(past 12 months) 
6 
(IF "0" o r "6", GO TO NEXT ACTIVITY) 
I have not participated in 
this activity since 1961. 
L. On a five point scale with l showing the 
l east enjoyment and 5 the most, how would 
you r ate this activity? (USE CARD 3-C) 
(NOTE: CODE O=NA, 8=DK , 9=DNA) 
1. Since 1961 has your participaint in this 
activity: 
0. NA 
1 . I ncreased considerably (GO TO 11 15) 2 . Inc reased somewhat 
3 
3. Remained the same (GO TO NEXT ACTIVITY) 
4. Decreased so mewhat (GO TO 1113) 5. Decreased considerably 
6 . DNA 
F CHANGE INFREQUENCE IS A DECREASE): 
·· We would like to know the reasons for this 
change in yo ur level of participa tion in 
this activity since 1961 . (USE CARD 4-A) 
Select all the response s that apply. 
(NOTE: CODE O=NA, l=yes, 2=no , 9=DNA) 
1. Family not interested. 
2. Friends not interested. 
3. Lack of available facili ties at 
rec reatio n a reas, i.e., parking 
res trooms , e t c . 
4. Lack of finances, too expensive. 
5 . Adequate transportaiton not as 
available . 
6. Lack of leisure time . 
7. Age (too yo un g or too old). 
8 . Water a reas too far away. 
9. Othe r: (SPECIFY) ---------
Of these, wh ich one i s the most 
important ? 
(RECORD NillffiER AS LISTED ABOVE 
UN DER 13) 
"' "' H <(H <t:~ 0 f-<> 
f-<<>' <<>' 
<t:W 
"' (/) t.:><Jl 
~~ zw ~~ H..._ 
:;;5:j H~ H<t: ::;: 
... ..., (/) 
27 51 
28 52 
___ ......._ 
"' 
"' 
z 
z H H ~ :I: 
(/) H H ::;: 
"" 
Ul 
29 53 
38 62 
14 0 
"' "' 
..J f-<P: O<t: f-<H <(H 
....._ <t:o .,; 0 Of-< > <.:>> ~< 
"'"' 
f-<<>' Z<>' 
:i Z"-' <t:O HW 
"' 
H<Jl 
"'g: W<Jl oc.:> t.:>Z ti~ ~~ ""z ZH "'~ Z<>' P:H HW H..._ HW f.<-.... 
"-'f-< f-<0 WH zw ~~ :z:w ~13 <Z f-<H ~':;1 "',.. o< ..;,.. ~j :<:X:: o:>U ::;t<Jl P....J u 
75 27 51 75 26 50 
76 28 52 76 27 51 
"' 
z ~"' z H "' H "' "' :>< w """' z "' u z Ul P:H H <>'Z H H f-< Wf-< f-< ~::: z ~ ;J:: ~13 <t: u "' 0 <:>< H H :<:X:: 
"' 
::;t<Jl 
"" 
u Ul 
77 29 53 77 28 52 
75 
8 75 
8 
14 38 62 13 37 61 
CHANGE IN FREQUENCY IS AN INCREASE:) 
The following are reasons for inc reasing 
activity. Se l ect all the responses that 
apply. (CARD 4- B) 
(NOTE: CODE 0 =NA, l=Yes, 2=No, 9=DNA) 
1. Family became more interested. 
2. Friends became more interested. 
3. More available facil ities a t 
recrealion areas such as tables, 
rest rooms , e t c . 
4 . Increa se in personal finances. 
5. Adequate transportation became 
more available . 
6. Enough leisure time has become 
available . 
7. Age (individuals became old enough. 
8. Water areas developed which are 
close r. 
9 . Other (SPECIFY : ) 
4 
Of these, which one i s the most important? 
(RECORD NUMBER AS LISTED ABOVE UNDER 1/15) 
00 
00 
" 
00 
" 'i " ·..< .... 
.I: .... 
"' 
·..< 
" 
.... 3 :l 
..... 
"' 
:I! 
39 63 15 
48 72 24 
Which of the water related activities that we ha ve been 
dis cussion (i . e . , fishing, swimming water fowl hunting, water 
s kiing, boa ting, picnicking , or camping at a lake) do you 
participate in most during a typical year? 
(INTERVIEWER SHOULD RECORD ACTIVITY IN BLAND SEMANTIC 
DIFFERENTIAL QUESTION 1/59 BEFORE ASKING NEXT QUESTION . 
EG. "FI SHING" RECORD FISHERMAN, " HUNTING=HUNTER, ETC.) 
0. NA,DK 
--
5. Water Skiing 
- 1. DNA 6. Boating and Canoeing 
-- --
--
2. Fishing 7. Picnicking at a Lake 
3. lo/ater Fowl Hunting -8 . Camping at a Lake 
00 
" ·..< .... 
"' 0 
"' 
39 
48 
- 4. Swimming 9. Sightseeing to a lake 
00 141 
" ·..< 
-"' 00 00 u 
" .... 
" 
·..< ·..< 
<ll·..< 
" 
0. 
.... ·..< u 
"' "'-"' ·..< "' ~"' 
"" 
u 
63 14 38 
72 23 47 
(DECK IV) 
13 
When you decide to partici pate in this activity which 'one of the following 
people are you more likely to take into consideration in makin your recreation 
plans? (CARD 5) 
__ 01. A friend 
02. A member of my work group 
--03 . A fellm; church member 
--04 . A fel low lodge or club member 
05 . My spouse 
_ 06. My children ----o:4-15) 
07. Anothe r relative 
08. Other ( SPECIFY): 
--09. NA, DK, DNA 
00 
" ·..< <ll 
<ll 
"' .... 
.I: 
00 
.... 
"' 
62 
71 
5 
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The next fetv statemen ts express different ways a person may feel abo ut l e isure 
activity. Please select the answer which best describes the way you feel about each: 
Strongly Agree, Agree , Undecided, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree. (CARD 6) 
19. Frankly speaking , much of the time work is pretty dull, but lei s ure makes 
li fe worthwhile . 
5. SA 4. A 3. u 2. D l. SD 0. NA 
20. I gene rally feel guilty when I enjoy l eisure fo r more than a short time . 
l. SA 2 . A 3. u 4. D 5. SD 0. NA 
21. Toda y most people spend too much time j ust enjoying themselves. 
l. SA 2. A 3. u 4. D 5. SD o. NA 
22 . sometimes fee l g uilty when I ' m on vacation because I ' m not working . 
l. SA 2 . A 3. u 4. D 5 . Sd 0. NA 
23. I generally get more enjoyment out of leisure act ivities than I do 
out of work activities . 
5. SA 4. A 3. u 2. D l. SD 0. NA 
~ 4. Generally speaking the main satisfac tion I get out of life is working . 
l. SA 2 . A 3. u 4. D 5. SD 0. NA 
25. How would it affect your enjoyment of life if you were no longer able to 
pa rticipate in re creational activities in natural outdoor settings that 
you now participate in? 
_ oo. 
Ol. 
- 02. 
--03 . extremel y increase my e njoyment of life. 
_ 04 . greatly increase my enjoyment of life . 
OS. moderately increase my enjoyment of life . 
=:=o6 . slightly increase my enjoyment of life. 
07. make no difference. 
--08. It would slightly decrease my e njoyment o f life. 
=:=o9. It would moderately decrease my enjoyment. of li fe . 
__ 10 . It wo uld greatly decrease my enjoyment of life. 
11. It would extremely dec r ease my en joyment of life. 
(ASK WHY?) 
(ASK WHY?) 
(ASK WHY?) 
(ASK WHY?) 
(16) 
(17) 
(18) 
(19) 
6 
143 
26. How would it affect your enjoyment of life if you were no longer able to 
participate in any water related recreational activities that you now 
participate in? 
27 . 
00. NA 
-01. 
-02 . 
--03 . 
- - 04. 
-05 . 
--06. 
--07. 
--08 . 
--09. 
--10. 
--11. 
--
Do you own 
0. 
--1. 
--2. 
3 . 
--4. 
--
DK 
DNA 
It 
It 
It 
It 
It 
It 
It 
It 
It 
would 
would 
would 
would 
would 
would 
would 
would 
1wuld 
extremely i nc rease my enjoyment of life. 
greatly increase my enjoyment of life. 
moderately increase my enjoyment of life. 
slightly increase my enjoyment o f life. 
make no difference. 
sl i ghtly decrease my enjoyment of life. 
moderately decrease my enjoyment of life. 
greatly decrease my e njoyment of life. 
extremely decrease my enjoyment of life. 
a boat of any kind? (CARD 7-A) 
NA 5. Canoe 
No -6. Kayak 
--
Sailboat 
--
7. Rubber raft 
Rowboat 8. Other 
- -
Motorboat 
(ASK WHY?) 
(ASK WHY?) 
(ASK WHY?) 
(ASK WHY?) 
28. (IF MOTORBOAT) Do you use it for water skiing? 
29. 
_ 0. NA 
1. DK 
=2. DNA 
\{hat other major 
00. NA, DK 
--01. None 
--02. Truck 
--
outdoor 
camper 
03. Trailer camper 
--
_ 04. Cabin 
05. Horses 
--
3. Yes 
__ 4. No 
recreationa l e quipment 
06. Snowmobile 
_ 07. Four-wheel 
_08. Motorbike 
_09. Other 
do you own? (CARD 7- B) 
drive vehicle 
30. How many times in the past 5 years have you had a fishing license? 
times (IF " 0" TIMES, SKIPT TO "RESERVOIR PARTICIPATION" TOP OF NEXT PAGE) 
31. If yo u look at fishing enjoyment as having only two elements, based on a 
total of 100%, what percentage of yo ur enjoyment of fishing depends on the 
be auty of the setting you fish in , & what percentage depends on success; 
that is, the number of fish caught? % (Beauty of the setting) 
32. What lake or reservoir in Utah do you prefer to g o to fish? 2nd choice? 
1. 
2. 
33. What local streams in Utah do you prefer to fish? 
1. 
2. 
(26) 
RESERVOIR PARTICIPATION 
We would now like to ask a few 
questions concerning your pos sib le use 
of several reservoirs wit hin the state 
of Utah. (USE CARD 8-A) 
A. Participation 
a. How ma ny tota l times over the 
last 3 yea r s have you visited 
for non-working purposes each 
reservoir. 
b . Total number of vis its this 
June, J uly, August for non -
working purposes? 
B. Ac tivities : 
a . £_!§.!!}.E_g t rips this June, July, 
August? 
(l) With whom ( USE CARD 7-B) 
NOTE: 
O=NA 
l=DNA 
Z=Self only 
J=Friends 
4=Immedia t e 
family and 
or spouse 
5=0 ther re l atives 
6=organized group 
7=0ther ________ _ 
CODE EACH "With whom?" QUESTION 
AS : 
0 NA 
l DNA 
2 Se lf only 
J Friends 
4 Immediate family and 
or spouse 
5 Other r e latives 
6 Organized group 
Other 
:>, 
"' 
"' ~ 
"0 OJ 
... ·.-< 
"' 
> 
.... OJ 
.... 
" ·.-< ·.-< ~ ~ 
..; 
"' 
""' ""' 
I I I 
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... I 0 p. 
""' 
OJ 
() bil 
~ " ... .... 
""' 
0 1:' 8 .... OJ ~ :>, 
"' OJ 
" 
... :. 
... p. 
"' 
OJ bil 0 
u ·.-< u :>, .D 
" 
~ 
.c: OJ ~ .... 
.., 
"' 
.., 
"' 
0 
"' 
E OJ 
"' " "' 
;;l .c: ... 
"' ""' 0 "' "' "' 
() .., .... 
"' 
...., ~
"' 
u 
"' "' "' 
...., 
'"' 
,.._ 00 
"' 
0 .... o.i M 
""' ""' ""' ""' '"' '"' '"' '"' 
I I I I I I I 
(2) Total size of typical group? 
b. Boating trips this June, July , 
August? 
c. 
d. 
(l) With whom? (USE AROVE CODE) 
(2) Total size of typical group 
Water skiing this June , July , 
August? 
(l) With whom? 
(2) Total size of typical group? 
Swimming trips in June , July , 
August? 
(1) With whom? 
(2) Total s i ze of typica l gr oup? 
e. Sight-seeing this June , Jul y 
August? 
(1) With whom? 
(2) Total size of typical gr oup? 
g . Number of nights spent camping 
t his June, July and August? 
(1) With whom? 
(2) Total size of typical group? 
h. Water fowl hunting trips this 
past season? 
( l ) \·lith whom? 
(2) Total size of typical group? 
8 
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Q) 
"' 
... Q) 
:> Q) 
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-a Q) 
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0. 
"' 
Q) 
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.0 
" 
0.. 
"' 
;> .c Q) :> .... 
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" 
<JJ 
" 
<JJ 
" 
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"' 
-"' 
.... .... 0 
"' "' "' 
u .... .....
"' ::. 0.. ,.J ::. 
"' 
u 
"' "' "' 
,.J 
-- ---~~~---~-+--~~--~--~~ 
i . In relation to 
your interests 
t..rhat particular 
aspect of _ _ _ 
makes it most 
enjoyable to you? 
9 
j. Wh a t part i cular 
aspect of __ 
do you feel most 
needs improvement 
fo r recreation 
if any? 
k. Other than water, 
is there another 
physical fea ture 
of this recrea-
tion area that 
yo u consider as 
attractive? 
O=NA , 4=DNA 
l=Yes 2=No 
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1. IF YES, 
What is 
most app 
physical 
feature? 
Willard Bay 
Pineview 
Lost Creek 
Wanship 
East Canyon 
Ca usey 
Echo 
Strawberry 
Flamin g Gorge 
Lake Powel l 
We would like to know your atti tudes toward th e following statements. Please select 
one of the five choices. (SEE CARD 9) 
44. The so called evils of water pollution are greatly.exaggera t ed by many 
people : 
1. SA 2. A 3. u 4. D 5. SD 0. NA 
45. People should not be al low ed to build homes nex t to streams i f t hey 
contribute to the po l lution: 
5. SA 4. A 3. u 2. D 1. SD 0. NA 
46 . Economic development is of first importance and therefore no resource 
should be rest ric t ed from economi c use . 
1. SA 2. A 3. u 4 . D 5. SD o. NA 
(61) 
(62 ) 
10 
47 . The ill effects of pesticides on the environment cannot be empha sized 
too much. 
5. SA 4. A 3. u 2. D 1. SD 0 . NA 
48. People should no t be allowed t o build homes next to streams because they 
often des troy the beauty of the streams . 
5 . SA 4 . A 3. u 2. D 1. SD 0 . NA 
49. Official wilderness areas that are set asid e for permanent preservation 
s hould prohibit all f uture use or development of any kind such as mining 
mi nerals and water sto rage . 
5. SA 4 . A 3 . u 2 . D 1. SD 0 . NA 
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50 . Not enough emphasis is being placed on the beautification and improvement 
of areas around large constructe d reservoirs. 
5 . SA 4. A 3. u 2. D 1. SD 0. NA 
51. Our natural environment has deteriorated to a great exten t in t he l ast 
few years . 
5. SA 4. A 3. u 2. D 1. SD 0. NA 
52 . feel t hat livestock or farm anima l s a r e not generally major polluters 
of s treams i n the western United States. 
1. SA 2 . A 3 . u 4 . D 5 . SD 0. NA 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
The purpose of this part of th e questionnarie is to measure th e meaning of 
certain wo rds by having people judge them according to se l ec t ed word pa irs. 
Please make your judgements on the basis of what the key word means to yo u. There 
a re no right o r wrong answers---the only thing that i s impor t ant to us is that 
your j udgements are base d on your first impressions or feelings about the key 
word described by th e se l ec ted word pairs listed below it.* Don't worry or 
puzzle over any of the s e judgements . Remember it' s yo ur fi rst impression that 
co unts. Make your judgements as quickly as you ca n, bu~ at a comfortable pa ce 
fo r you. Here ' s an examp l e of how to judge the key words . (USE CARD 10) 
*( INTERVIEWER SHOULD REFER TO CARD WITH EXAMPLES LISTED, BRIEFLY CHECKING THE 
RESPONDENT"S UNDERSTANDING OF THE USE OF THE RATI NG . EXPLAIN IN OWN WORDS IF 
NECESSARY. TELL RESPONDENT TO: BE SURE TO MAKE A CH F.CK MARK FOR EACH WORD 
PAIRS GIVEN ON A LINE .) 
(63) 
(65) 
(67) 
(68) 
11 
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53. FRIENDS 
a . wise ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : _____ : ____ foolish 
b. so f t : : : : : : hard 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ----
c . fast : : : : : : slow 
---- -------------------------
d. ugly _ __ : _ _ _ : ___ : __ _ : ___ : ___ : ___ beautiful 
e. strong : : : : : : weak 
---- --------------------- ----
f . calm ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : _____ : ____ excit able 
g . s uccessf ul ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : _____ : ____ unsuccessful 
h. youthful ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : _____ : ____ mature 
i. rash ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : _____ : ____ cautious 
j. c ruel : : : : : : kind 
------------------------- ----
12 
149 
54 . MYSEL F 
a. wi se ____ : ___ : ____ : ___ : ____ : ____ : ____ fool ish 
b . soft : : : : : : hard 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
c . fas t : : : : : : s low 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
d . ugly ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ___ : ___ : ____ beautiful 
e . stro ng : : : : : : we ak 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
f. calm ____ : ____ : ___ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ___ excitable 
g . successful ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unsuccessful 
h. youthful ____ : ____ : ___ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ___ mature 
i. rash ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ___ : ___ cautious 
j. crue l ___ : ___ : ____ : ____ : __ : ___ : ____ kind 
13 
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55 . FAMILY 
a. wise ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ foolish 
b. soft : : : : : : ha rd 
----------------------------
c. fast : : : : : : slow 
----------------------------
d. ugly ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ beaut iful 
e. strong : : : : : : weak 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
f . calm ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ excitable 
g. successful ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unsuccessful 
h . youthful ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ mature 
i. rash ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ cautious 
c ruel : : : : : : kind 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
j. 
14 
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56. WORK-GROUP 
a . wise ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ foolish 
b . so f t : : : : : : hard 
------------ ------------ ----
c: . fast : : : : : : slow 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
d . ugly ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ beaut i ful 
e . s trong : : : : : : weak 
---- ------------------------
f. c alm ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ excitable 
g . s uccessful ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unsuccess f ul 
h. yo uthful ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ mature 
i . ra s h ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ cautious 
j . c ruel ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ kind 
15 
152 
57. CHURCH GRO UP 
a. wise ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ f oo l ish 
b. sof t : : : : : : hard 
----------------------------
c. fast ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ slow 
d. ugl y ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ beautiful 
e . strong : : : : : : weak 
----------------------------
f. calm ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ excitable 
g . s uccessful ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unsuccessful 
h. youthful ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ mature 
i. rash ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ cautious 
j . cruel ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ k i nd 
16 
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58. 
a. wise ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ fool ish 
b . soft : : : : : : hard 
----------------------------
c . fast : : : : : : s~w 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
d . ugly : : : : : : beautiful 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
e . strong : : : : : : weak 
----------------------------
f. cal m 
____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ excita ble 
g. s uccessful ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ unsuccessful 
h . youthful ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ mature 
i . rash ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ c autious 
j. crue l ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ : ____ kind 
I 
17 
SOCIAL PARTICIPATION 154 
It is important to us t o know something about the kinds of contacts people 
have and what they do in the community: 
59. What groups , clubs or organizations do you belong to? (WE NEED INFORMATION 
ONLY ON THE RESPONDENT.) 
We are thinking of organizations such as: Lodges, Civic, Educational, 
Religious, and Neighborhood Groups. (DO NOT INCLUDE PROFESSIONAL GROUPS, 
UNIONS, OR ANY NON-VOLUNTARY GROUPS.) 
Name of Organization 
No. of 
yearly 
meetings 
held 
What proportion reg. 
meet. attended in 
past two years? 
0 Y. !-; 3/4+ 
What committees 
or offices in 
past two years? 
I 
18 
REFERENCE GROUPS 155 
60 . Many people turn to others for advice on cer tain matters. As I read a 
lis t of problems on which yo u might seek advice, would youtell me which 
type of person you would turn to first . 
1. Finding a job 
___ 2. Buying a car or truck 
3. Planning a vacatio n trip 
___ 4. Deciding upon a leisure time activity 
___ 5 . Solving a family prob l em 
CODE: 
O=NA 
l=DNA 
2= Professional co tmselors 
3=Individual family members 
4=Relatives 
5=Work Buddies 
LAWN AND GARDENING PRACTICES 
6 
7 
8 
Neighbors 60 -1 
Clergy 
Other (Specify) 60-2 
60-3 
60-4 
60-5 
We would now like to ask you some questions regarding your lawn and garden 
if you have them. (NOTE: NOT FOR LARGE APARTMENT DWELLERS, IF RESPONDENT HAS NO 
LA\-IN, FLO\JER OR GEGETABLE GARDEN, SKIPT TO 1169 . ) 
61. Do you use irrigation water (not drinkable tap water) to water a lawn, 
Elm•er garden or vegetable garden? 
(a) LAWN? (b) FLOWER GARDEN? (c) VEGETABLE GARDEN 61-a 
---
0 . NA 
---
0. NA 
---
0. NA 61-b 
---
l. DNA 
---
l. DNA 
---
l. DNA 
---
2. Yes 
---
2. Yes 
---
2. Yes 
3. No 3. No 3 . No 61-c 
(d) IF RESPONDENT USES IRRIGATION WATER: 6i-d 
Who do you purchase this irrigation water from: 
(IF RESPONDENT DOES NOT IRRIGATE AT ALL SKIP TO #66.) 
(51) 
(52) 
(53) 
(54) 
(55) 
(56) 
(57) 
(58) 
(59-60) 
19 
62 . Has more irrigation water become available to you on a regula r basis 
in the last 10 years to use on your lawn and/or garden( s)? 
0 . NA 
- 1. DNA 
_ 2. DK 
(IF "YES " ABOVE:) 
3. Yes 
4. No 
63. Has the avnilability of additional irrigation water affected your 
gardening prac tices or anything else similar to gardening? 
0. 
-1. 
2. 
NA 
DNA 
DK 
3. 
_ 4 . 
Yes (EXPLAIN) 
No 
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64. What degree of pleasure do you get from irrigating your lawn or garden(s) ? 
65. 
66. 
_o. 
_ 1. 
2. 
- 3. 
_ 4. 
NA,DK 
DNA 
Great Pleasure 
So me Pleasure 
Indifferent 
To what extent has the use 
area around yo ur home? 
- -
0. NA,DK 
l. DNA 
--
--
2. Very Muc h 
5. Little Pleasure 
6 . No Pleasure 
of irr igation water affected the beauty 
3. Much 
4. Little 
5. None 
Do yo u need additional irrigation water for use aro und the home? 
_ _ 0. NA 
_ 1. DNA 
__ 2. DK 
3. Yes 
4. No 
67. Would you like to have irrigation water for use around the home? 
_0 . NA 
1 . DNA 
=3. DK 
3. Yes 
__ 4. No 
68. (IF "YES" TO 1/67:) What use or uses would you make of it? 
(Check all that apply] - USE CARD 12 
--
00 . NA 
--
05. Flower garden 
01. DNA 06 . Fruit Trees 
-02 . DK - 07. Shrubs 
-03. Vegetable garden -08 . Irriga ted pasture 
-04. Lawns -09 . Other 
--
of the 
(64) 
(6 5) 
w-6sT 
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69. Do you operate a farm of any kind? ___ 0. NA; l. Yes; 2 . No 
FOR FARM OPERATORS ONLY 
70. Is this your major occupation, that is , does it provide more than half 
of your annual income? 
_ 0. NA 1. DNA 2. Yes 3. No 
71. How many years have you been farming full time? (Farming provided more 
than !2 of total yearly income.) years 
72. How many years total have you been farming part or full time? ___ years 
73. How many ac res do you have i n your total farm operation within Horgan , 
Davis and Weber Counties? acres 
74. How many acres of farm land do you irrigate in Weber, Morgan and 
Davis Counties? acres 
(IF DOES NOT IRRIGATE SKIP TO #78) 
75 . What typ e of irriga tion system do you use? 
_ o. 
1. 
=2. NA DNA Ditch 3. _4 . _5 . Pressurized (sprinkl er) Combination of ditch and pressure Other ----------------------------
76. Do you use all the irri ga t ion water tha t is made available t o you? 
0. NA l. DNA 2. DK 3. Yes ___ 4 . No 
77. If "NO", Why not? 
78. What is the source of this i rrigation water, that is , which outfit 
supplies it? 
79. In the next 5 years is it l i ke l y that you will be obtai ning additional 
irrigation water? 
_ 0 . NA 1. DNA 2 . DK 3. Yes 4. No 
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(73-74) 
(13) 
(20) 
2l 
FARM-LACK OF \VATER 
80. In about how many years of the last ten have you experienced a l ack of 
irrigation water years 
81. In about how many years of the last 20 have you experienced a lack 
of irriga tion water? years 
82. \fuich of the following words best describes the degree of anxiety 
or worry you have about a possible lack of irrigation wat e r in the 
future? 
_o. 
_ 1. 
FARM-FLOODING 
NA 
DNA 
2. DK 
=3. None 4 . _5 . 
_6 . 
Low 
Moderate 
High 
83. In how many years of the past 10 has t he r e been flooding on property 
you manage within Weber, Morgan, and Davis Counties? ___year s 
84 . In how many years of the past twenty has there been flooding on 
property you manage wi t hin Weber, Davis, and Norgan Counties? 
years 
85. \fuich of the f ollowing words best describes the degree of anxiety or 
worry that yo u might have about flooding in the f uture? 
_ 0. NA 
1 . DNA 
=2. DK 3. 4. 5 . None Low Moderate __ 6. High 
86. Has flooding eve r hurt you financially? (On property in Morgan , Davis, 
or Weber Counties.) 
87. (IF 
0 . NA 
= 1. DNA 
2. OK 
"YES":) To 
o. NA 
1. DNA 
--2. OK 
3. Yes 
4 . No 
what degree has it 
3. Inconveniences only 
--
hurt you? 
4. Less than $500 
_5 . $500- $999 
6. $1,000- $2 , 499 
7. $2,500-$3.999 
8 . $4 ,000 or more 
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( 23- 24) 
(25) 
(26-27) 
22 
88. What effec t(s) if any, has the water reclamation developments in the 
l<eber Basin had on your farming practices during the past 10 years? 
(Or during the years that you have been farming if less than 10.) 
(NOTE: AlLOW RESPONDENT TO ANSWER AND THEN PROBE FOR EITHER POSITIVE 
OR NEGATIVE EFFECTS IF RESPONDENT FAILED TO MENTION ANY . ) 
POSITIVE : 1. 
2. 
NEGATIVE: 1. 
2. 
I<ORK AND LEISURE TIME 
159 
03-34) 
(35- 36) 
(37- 38) 
(39 - 4o) 
Another area of interest ofr us is the work and l eisure time activities 
of the various residents within the area. 
89. Husband's or male head of household's major occupation: 
a . Job Title ------------------------
b. Brief Description --------------------
c. Name of Industry:--------------------
d. (OF EXECUTIVE , MANAGER OF OWNER OF A BUSINESS:) Which of the 
fol lowing comes closest to the value of the business? (USE 
CARD) 
--
0. NA 
--
5 . Between $6,000 - $34 , 999 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
--
1. DK 
--
6. Between $35 ,000-$99,999 
(41 - 42) 
2. DNA 
--
7. Between $100,000-$499,999 
3. Less 
--
than $3,000 8. Over $500 , 000 
--
4. Be tween $3,000-$5,999 
90 . Male head's part-time occupation: (CODE DNA AS"Ol") 
a. Job Title -----------------------
b. Brief Description--------------------
a . 
{48-49} 
b·. 
c . Name of indust ry: 00-SIT 
c. 
02-53} 
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91. How ma ny days a week do you work in a typical week? 
---
o. 0 days (don't work) 
---
5. five days 
---
1. one day 
---
6. six days 
2 . two days 7 . se ven days 
---
-8. 3. three days NA, DK 
-4 . fou r days ---9 . 
---
DNA 
---
92. How many hours a day do you work in a typical work day? hours 
93. What day(s) do you generally get off from work each week? 
00. NA 
_ 09. Sunday only 
01. DNA 
---
10. Saturday and Sunday 
-02. DK 
---
11. Saturday and Friday 
---03. Monday only 12 . Sunday and Monday 
-04. Tuesday only 
_ 13. Sat . or Sun. plus 1 other 
05 . Wednesday only week day not connected 
- 06. Thursday only 
---
14. 3 consecutive days 
---07 . Friday only 
---
15 . 3 days each week but 
-08. Saturday only not consecutive days 
_16 . Other 
94. On a typical work day, approximately how many ho urs of l eisure time 
do you generally have? hours 
95 . Wife' s major occupation: 
a. Job Title _______________________ _ 
b. Brief Descrip tion~-------------------
c. Name of Industry-----------------------
d. (IF EXECUTIVE , MANAGER OF OWNER OF A BUSINESS) Which of 
the fol lowing comes closest to the value of the business? 
(CARD 13) 
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a. 
b. 
c . 
_ o. 
1. 
-2 . 
3. 
4. 
NA 
DK 
DNA 
Less than $3,000 
Between $3,000-$5,999 
5. 
- 6 . 
- 7. 
=8. 
Between $6 , 000-$34,999 d 
Between $35 , 000- $99,999 · 
Between $100,000-$499,999 
Over $500 ,000 
96. Wife's part-time occupation: 
a. Job Title. _______________________ ___ 
b. Brief Description---------------------- b. 
(55 -56) 
(57-58) 
w-m 
(6 3- 64) 
(65-66) 
(67) 
c. Name of Industry Vo-71) 
c . 
m-m 
24 
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97. 
98. 
99 . 
100. 
How many days a wek does your wife work i n a typical work week? (NOTE: 
FOR TH I S AND TH E FOLLOWING 3 QUESTIONS THE \o/IFE MUST BE EMPLOYED FOR 
WAGES, SCORE HOUSEWIVES AS "DNA".) 
___ o. 0 days (don 't work) 
_5. five days 
--
1. one day 
- -
6 . six days 
--
2. two days 
--
7. seven days 
- -
3. three days 
- -
8. NA, DK 
- -
4 . fou r days 
--
9. DNA 
How many hours a day does your wife work in a t ypical ~;ork day? 
hours. 
What days does your wife normally get off f rom work? 
_oo . NA 
_09. Sunday only 
_ 01. DNA 
_ 10. Saturday and Sunday 
02. DK 
_ 11. Saturday and Friday 
_ 03 . Honday only 
--
12. Sunday and Honday 
--
04 . Tuesday only 
--
13. Sat. or Sun . plus 1 other 
_ 05. Wednesday only week day not connect ed 
06. Thursday only 
- -
14. 3 consecutive days 
--
07 . Friday only 
--
15. 3 days each week but not 
--
08. Sa turday on ly consecutive days 
16. Other 
- -
On a typical wo r k day, approximately how many hours of leisure time 
does your wife normally ha ve? hours 
DEHOGRAPHIC INFORHATION 
Finally for sta ti stical purposes we would like to ask these questions 
about you and your family. 
101. Would you mind giving me the year of your birth ? 
102. Present marital status? 
_ o. 
_ 1. 
2. 
3. 
_ 4. 
NA 
Separate d or divorced 
Widowed 
Neve r married 
Harried 
(74) 
(75 -76) 
( 77- 78) 
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103. What was the last grade of school you and your spouse completed? 
A. Husband or Male Head B. Wife or Female Head A. 
( 16) 
_ 0. NA 
1. Graduate Degree, (MA,MS, 
HD, Ph.D., LLD, etc.) 
2. 4 year college graduate 
3. 1 - 3 years college 
4. Business or trade school 
0. NA 
___ 1. Graduate Degree (HA, HD, 
Ph.d., LLD, etc.) 
2. 4 year college graduate 
---3 . 1-3 years college 
4. Business or trade s chool 
5. High school graduate 
---6. 10-11 years of school 
7. 7-9 years of school 
---8. less than 7 years 
5. High school graduate 
= 6. 10-11 years of school B. 
7. 7-9 years of school ~) 
=8. Less than 7 years 
=9. DNA _ 9. DNA 
104. How many living children do you have? ____ _ 
A. (IF CHILDREN) How many of these live at home at least 
8 months of the year? _______ _ 
B. (IF CH ILDREN) How many of th ese are under 4 years of age? 
105. Are you buying or renting a home? 
0. NA 
--
---
1. Renting 
---
2. Buying or own 
106. Would you please rate the community where yo u now live on each of 
the following: (USE CARD 14) 
l. As a place to raise a family 
2 . As a place with adequate 
health and medical facilities 
3. Quality of schools 
4. Adequacy of water supply 
5. Quality of water supply 
6 . Recreational opportunities 
7. Protection from flooding and 
other na tural calamities 
8 . Oppo rtunities for cultural 
refinement (theater, art , etc.) 
9 . Opportunity for earning a 
liveable income 
10. Effec t iveness of local an d 
c ounty governmen ts in 
meet ing community problems 
Excellent 
() 
( ) 
() 
() 
() 
() 
) 
() 
() 
Good Fair 
( ( ) 
() () 
( ) () 
() () 
() () 
() () 
() () 
() () 
( ) ( ) 
() ( ) 
A. 
(20-21) 
B. 
(22) 
Poor 
( ) 
( ) 
() 
() 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
() 
() 
26 
107. Concerning each of the items we have discussed, would you say the 
the situation in the last ten years in this conununity is getting 
better , about the same as it has always been, or getting worse? 
(USE CARD 14-B) 
Getting About the Getting 
Better same Worse 
1. As a place to rais e a ( ) family 
2 . As a place with adequate ( ) health and medical facil. 
3. Qua lity of schools ( ) ( ) ( ) 
4 . Adequacy of water supply ( ) ( ) ( ) 
5. Quality of water supply ( ) ( ) ( ) 
6. Recreat ional oppor tunities ( ) ( ) ( ) 
7. Protection fr om flooding 
and other natural calma ties ( ) ( ) 
8. Opportunities for cultural 
refinement (theater, art, { ) ( ) ( ) 
e t c . 
9. Opportunity for earning a ( ) ( ) ( ) liveable income. 
10. Effectiveness of local and 
COUll ty gove rnment in ( ) ( ) ( ) 
meeting community problems 
108. (USE CARD 15) Taking into consideration all sources of income for 
you and you r spouse which category on this card represents your 
total income before taxes in 1971 (last year)? 
--
0. NA OR DK 5. $9,000-$11,999 
--
1. Under $3,000 -6. $12,000- $14,999 
--
2 . $3 ,000-$4 ,999 
--
7. $15 , 000-$19,999 
--
3. $5,000-$6,999 
--
8. $20,000-$24,999 
--
4. $7 ,000-$8 , 999 9. 
--
$25, 000 and over 
109. Sex of respondent: 
1. Male 
--
2. Female 
--
163 
(23) 
(25) 
27 
110. Type of s truct ure in which family lives: 
l. 
2. 
- 3. 
4 . 
=5. 
_ 6 . 
7 . 
=8. 
t ra i l er or mobile home 
detached single family home 
2 to 3 fami ly apartment house or row 
detached 2 to 4 family house (apartments in old house) 
row house (4 or more units in an attached row) 
apartment house (4 or more units in an attached row) 
apartment in partly commercial structure 
other (specify) -----------------------------------
111 . Describe co nditions of respondent ' s home, yard and neighborhood . 
0 1 2 3 4 
has poor fai r Average good or 
none or low abo ve average 
A. overall 
B. lawns 
c. flower gardens 
D. shade and 
orna me ntal 
trees 
E. house exter i or 
F. house interior 
G. Neighborhood 
ra ting 
H. Value category 
of house 
164 
5 
very good 
or high 
-
-
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